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Preface

This book originated in a working paper, completed in the autumn of 1974.
This paper was intended to lay out the theoretical problems before we
embarked upon regional historical field studies. The course of our discussions,
which produced that highly tentative paper, led us o revise it, extend it and
publish it. The book which resulted gained much from discussions at the Max-
Planck-Institut fiir Geschichte, at the Arheitskreis fiir moderne Sozial-
geschichte in Heidelberg, at the Institut fiir Wirtschafts- und Sozialgeschichte
in Géttingen, at the Institut fiir Wirtschafis- und Sozialgeschichte in Minster,
and with the Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social
Structure.

We are grateful for the encouragement and critcism which our project
encountered in these centres. We are equally grateful to all the other people
who helped us to improve our understanding of the problems by their interest,
their arguments, and their questions, Only two names shall be mentioned:
Herbert Kisch and Franklin . Mendels. They contributed to our project
both through extensive discussions and by allowing their own regional studies,
which focus on some of the questions raised in this book, to be reprinted
here. We are particularly grateful to Rudolf Vierhaus; he not only took an
active interest in our work from the beginning, but without his concern, his
criticism, and his help, especially at important turning-points, this hook would
not have been written,

Gottingen, August 1976 P.K,H M,]J 8.
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cottagers or small peasants, who held little or no land

lodger

estate granted by Spanish kings; commandery in one of the
military orders; the lands or rents belonging to such a
commandery

feudal lord (s}, feudal lordship in western and west-central Europe,
in French ‘seigneurie’; the economic, social and political organi-
zation of the landed property ; the peasant is subject to the landlord
only indirectly through the interposition of the soil; in distinction
to the ‘Guisherrschaft’ its mode of appropriation is through rents in
kind or money rents, not through labour dues

feudal lard{s}, feudal lordship in east central and eastern Europe,
the economic, social and political organization of the landed
estates, the superstructure of the “Gutswirtschaft’; the peasant is
personally subject to the ‘Gutsherr’ as his serf and owes him
extensive labour dues

demesne in east-central and eastern Europe, in German also
*Vorwerk’, in Polish *folwark’, directly exploited by the *Guisherr’
on the basis of labour dues from the peasant serfs

seigneurial economy in east central and eastern Europe, based on
the extraction of forced labour from peasant serfs

a system of production where the petty producer owns the means of
production {tools, raw materials etc.} and sells his product to a
merchant

{putting-oul system) a system of production where theé producer
works only upon being commissioned by a merchant or trader.
Often in the Verlagssystem part of the means of production {the raw
materials e.g.) are owned by the Verleger






Part 1

Introduction

It has long been known that industrial commeodity production in the
countryside for large inter-regional and international markets was of consider-
able importance during the formative period of capitalism. Contemporary
travel accounts and geographies by authors interested in economics described
the extent and variety of industrial activity in the countryside.! Spokesmen of
the emerging science of political economy dealt with questions arising from this
context, but their concerns were more practical and political rather than
theoretical : mercantilist writers were interested in promoting export industries
which they saw as an important means of achieving a favourable balance of
trade as well as increasing the tax base and the economic power of the state. Not
only did they discuss the advantages and disadvantages of urban guild
privileges and various ways of organizing production and marketing, they also
dealt with the relationship between the development of industry — not least
of all rural industry — and the development of foreign trade, agriculture, and
population.?

To be sure, ever since the Industrial Revolution the main interest of
economists and social scientists in general has focused on factory industry. But
they could not overlook the fact that, until well into the nineteenth century, in
most European countries, more value was created and more people were
emploved in small workshops than in centralized and mechanized production
units. However, once it constituted a mode of organization alongside the
capitalist factory, ‘domestic’ or ‘cottage’ industry, while preserving a remark-
able continuity in external appearance, differed in substance from the
traditional ‘rural export industries’, It was in this latter capacity that they were
studied by economists and commissions of investigation and that they became
the concern of political reformers during the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Karl Marx was one of the first to draw that dividing line and to point
out the significance of both forms of domestic industry. On one hand, he
characterized the ‘so-called modern domestic industry’ as ‘an external
department of the factory’, as a further ‘sphere in which capital conducts its
exploitation against the background of large-scale industry’? On the other
hand, he assigned a position of epoch-making importance to the expansion of

1



2 Introducton

rural industrial commodity production within the formative period of develop-
ment of capitalist relations of production and capitalism as a social formation.
“The first presupposition’ of the emergence of ‘large industry’ is ‘to draw the
land in all its expanse into the production not of use values but of exchange
values’. This occurred when ‘maryfacture proper’, i.e. the production of ‘mass
quantities for export’, or at least for a ‘general market’, seized the rural
‘secondary cccupations’, not least ‘spinning and weaving’, and established itself
‘on the land, in villages lacking guilds’.* But Marx never pursued these
considerations systematically, just as he never gave a comprehensive account of
the historical genesis of capitalism.?

A comprehensive attempt to acknowledge the ‘debt which economic theory
owes to domestic industry” (W. Sombart)® was undertaken by the Older and
Younger Historical School of Political Economy in Germany?” Here, as
elsewhere, the astonishing persistence of the domestic mode of production
generated a growing public interest from the second half of the nineteenth
century onward.® The development of the sweating system in modern,
frequently urban domestic industry, which paralleled the final crisis of the old
rural industry, aroused not only social and political concern, but — closely
connected with this — also attracted the attention of social scientists, The
beginnings of this concern were marked by the social conservatism of the middle
classes. But despite its ideological character? this interest produced some real
results. In Germany a systematic historical approach emerged relatively early
in the course of the debate about ‘domestic industry’, ‘domestic manufacture’,
and ‘cottage industry’. Such an approach was less evident in the numerous
investigations and ‘enquétes’ about domestic industries and ‘industries a
domicile’ in England, France, and other European countries.'® But the German
approach was paralleled in some respects by the far-reaching Russian
discussion about kustar’ industries."” The socio-statistical investigations in
Germany were complemented by a considerable number of analyses dealing
with the history of specific industries, among which the works of W. Troeltsch,
E. Gothein, and A. Thun'? stand out. In these works different degrees of
emphasis were given to historical interests on one side and contemporary
interests on the other. Still, even where the analysis of contemporary problems
constituted the central theme, as in the work of A. Thun, the authors took a
historical approach.

However, the historical interest in cottage industry developed by German
political economists went beyond the writing of monographs about certain
industries and individual industrial regions. It also found expression in
numerous attempts to conceptualize ‘cottage industry’ systematically as a
‘historical category’.'®* Among the exponents of the older historical school,
especially W, Roscher'* and A. Schiffle'® — in his role as an ‘outsider’ — such
attempts still suffered from a somewhat formal perspective. ‘Domestic industry’
and rural handicrafis were interpreted as a ‘transitional stage between handi-
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craft and the factory’ (A, Schaffle}'® and as *household manufacture destined for
trade’, and consequently as an ‘intermediate step between the factory proper
and handicraft’ {W. Roscher).!” The origins and diffusion of domestic industry
as a handicraft export or rural export industry were explained primarily by
the expansion of trade during the early modern period and the resulting
bottlenecks of supply which could no longer be overcome within the framework
of the guild system. This older ‘theory of craft export and by-occupation™® (W,
Sombart} was considerably modified and redefined by the works of G.
Schmoller, K. Biicher, and W. Sombart.'* They emphasized the specific ‘forms
of social arganization” which characterized domestic industry as a historically
new ‘system of production’ (G, Schrnoller).*® As a ‘unique mode of enterprise’ it
differed from the handicraft mode of production as much as from the factory
system.,

To them the decisive factor in this new ‘mode of enterprise’ was the
‘interaction’ of ‘two social classes’ within an asymmetrically structured basic
relationship. A primarily domestic production process was dominated and
organized by ‘entrepreneurs’ who were traders or putters-out. Schmoller and
Biicher identified varicus historical phases of development and types of
relations of production in domestic industry. They based their distinctions on
the legal and political framework and the general socio-economic conditions
under which cottage industry occurred. But they tended to see these
development phases as modifications of the same basic structural relationship.?!
‘In essence, two different social classes mterace with each other: the artisans are
the body and the merchants are its head.’”® Sombart, in his early works,
radicalized the systematic approach which Schmoller had introduced. To him
domestic industry was not a hybrid between old and new elements. The various
types and phases of relations of production, for example the ‘Kaufspstem’ and the
‘putting-out system’, differed only in degree. He applied Marx’s interpretation
of ‘modern domestic industry’ to the cottage industry of the past and regarded
the latter as ‘a manifestation of the modern capitalist mode of production’, a
‘form of capitalist enterprise’ whose essential characteristic was the ‘labourer’s
dependence on the capitalist entrepreneur’. Sombart maintained that ‘in the
case of domestic industry the “production factor” which the capitalist
entrepreneur controls does not consist in the whole range of material means of
production but rather in the market”.?®

These different interpretations of early modern domestic industry as ‘social
modes of the organization’ of production and marketing were related to the
contrasting ideas which these exponents of the younger historical school of
political economists developed in relation to contemporary economic ques-
tions. In particular they debated whether a ‘division of labour’ between
domestic industry and ‘large industry’ continued to be economically advan-
tageous and whether, therefore, the ‘preservation of domestic industry” in their
own time was desirable {from the point of view of social welfare.®



4 Introduction

Despite their diverging opinions, the exponenis of the younger historical
school of political economists agreed that domestic industry had been of great
significance for economic development, especially during the early modern
period. According to Schmoller, ‘domestic industry was the predominant form
of industry producing for mass markcts from the fourieenth to the eighteenth
century. Its development and flowering during that peried were the primary
indications of continuous econemic growth and prosperity.’?® And Sombart
arrived at the following conclusion: “The history of domestic industry is the
history of capitalism. . . Disguised in the form of domestic industry capitalism
likes to steal its way into an econormic region. In economic history, therefore,
there is at first a period of predominantly demestic industry.’?®

The historical school of political economists, therefore, deserves credit for
having focused on domeslic industry as an historically relevant prohlem of
‘political economy’ and cof society in general. Admiiledly its members
developed and discussed somc of the themes which inspire the current
discussion about ‘proto-industrialization’, but their perspective was limited
insofar as they understood domestic industry primarily as a stage in the
historical sequence of industrial ‘modes of the organization of production’, a
bias which resulted from their strong focus on the institutional aspects of
economic history. Despite comprehensive analyses in the best of their historical
monographs, they did not systematically explore the relationship between this
industrial development and other sectors of the socio-economic process,
especially the development of agriculture and the growth of population.

After the turn of the century the interest in the history of domestic industry
gradually became detached from the concern about the coniemporary crisis of
domestic industry. Moreover, as econemic and social history began to emerge
as a separate rescarch area and as a special discipline, the study of domestic
industry increasingly focused on the historical investigation of various branches
of industry, which madec the significance of domestic industry, especiaily for the
emergence of the factory system, appear in a new light. This became most
obvious when researchers turned specifically toward studying the history of
rural industries; when they became interested inits agrarian context; and when
they began to regard rural industry as part of the background of the Industrial
Revolution. In this approach attempts at systematization receded behind
empirical study. When the Russian economic historian J. Kulischer devoted a
chapter in the second volume of his general economic history from the Middle
Ages to the present (1929} — which is, incidentally, still worth reading —
early modern domestic industry,* he could already make use of a considerable
amount of research. In 1910, his compatriot, E. V. Tarlé, had presented a
survey of rural industries in France at the end of the Ancien Régime,?® This
basic study, valuable to this day, was continued in the work of H. Sée, especially
in his little essay of 1923 about the nature of rural industry in France during the
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eighteenth century, where he discusses not only its agrarian preconditions but
also links it to the factory system.?

This kind of research had developed most vigorously in England where it was
stimulated by the interest in the origins of the Industrial Revolution.?® The first
efforts in this direction were made before World War I by W. J, Ashley, W.
Cunningham, and G, Unwin. Then, during the 1920s and 1930s appeared a
series of historical monographs on certain industries, most of which con-
centrated on individual regions. Because of the nature of their subject, the
development of rural industries was at the centre of their concern: E. Lipson, C.
Gill, A. P. Wadsworth and J. de Lacy Mann, W. H. B. Court?' The most
important of these monographs is that of A. P. Wadsworth and J. de Lacy
Mann about the rural cotton industry in Lancashire. The only work on the
continent that matches it is the extremely detailed study of Hondshoote by E.
Coornaert.*? In Germany, the younger historical school of political economists,
declining though it was, maintained its interest in the history of domestic
industry mostly by writing regional industrial histories. But it did not
produce a work comparable 1o that of Troeltsch.?® No less important than the
histories of specific industries were regional histories, especially when they
aspired to the status of a ‘hisioire fotale’ of a particular region. At the beginning of
the twentieth century, this kind of research work experienced a precocious
flowering in the great geographical theses which originated in the school of
Vidal de la Blache and were of great significance for French historical
scholarship: A. Demangeon, R. Blanchard, J. Sion, R. Musset.** These works
devoted much space to the history of rural industry but nobody really followed
up on this approach during the interwar period.3?

A new phase in the study of rural industry began in the 1950s and early
1960s.%* Diecisive impuises came from the intensification of research in economic
and social history. Not only was a new methodology applied to research in
economic and social history, but new subject-matters were taken up as well,
such as the history of population and the history of the family. Especially in
studies of the early modern period, the region became the most favoured
research unit, appropriate to the variety of questions that were asked and the
subtlety of the methods that were used.?

At the same time, the problems of the underdeveloped world were
increasingly discussed: economic growth, development and underdevelop-
ment, modernization and backwardness. In this process there grew up a new
awareness of the problems of transition to industrial capitalism in the European
metropolitan areas. As early as 1934, Eric Hobsbawm put the emerging rural
industries in the context of the seventcenth-century crisis and of the movements
of concentration which it produced.® The interrelationship between agricul-
ture and rural industry was given a new focus in the works of Joan Thirsk and
Eric Jones® Herbert Kisch, in a series of important studies, placed special
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emphasis on the social and institutional background of rural industry.*® Eckard
Schremmer studied the penetration of rural industry into the countryside and
undertook to measure it quantitatively.’’ In Eastern Europe - despite a
remarkable but discontinued initiative in the German Democratic
Republic® — scholars have intensively studied industrial development in the
countryside only since the end of the 1960s** (the 1950s and early 1960s had
been devoted to the investigation and discussion of manufactures). The works of
Rudolf Braun stand largely outside the context which has been delineated here;
they reverse, so to speak, the former perspectives and take as their point of
departure the everyday life-patterns of the petty producers.?t

These new approaches were taken up by the American historians Franklin F.
Mendels and Charles and Richard Tilly, who summarized them and raised
them to a new level of conceptualization.*® They not only coined the term
‘proto-industrialization’ to suggest a new research strategy, butalso presented a
comprehensive framework which made it possible to analyse areas of rural
industry, that had emerged during the formative period of capitalism, within
the context of socio-economic development in general and to determine their
regional as well as supra-regional importance. Convinced that research
strategies should be guided by explicit models, they overcame the isolation of
individual historical disciplines, such as the history of population, of agriculture
or of industry, and integrated them into a research concept whose spatial reach
is, admitiedly, limited but which makes some of the central questions of the
transition from feudalism to capitalism appear in a new light.

The present study takes up the research concept developed by Franklin F.
Mendels and Charles and Richard Tilly and develops it further. Proto-
industrialization is here conceptualized as ‘industrialization before industriali-
zation’, which can be defined as the development of rural regions in which a
large part of the population lived entirely or to a considerable extent from
industrial mass production for inter-regional and international markets.*® The
significance of the phenomenon becomes apparent when one tries to assign it a
place in the socio-economic process. Viewed from the long-range perspective, it
belongs te the great process of transformation which seized the feudal European
agrarian socicties and led them toward industrial capitalism. On closer
inspection, however, it becomes clear that proto-industrialization could
establish itself only where the ties of the feudal system had either loosened or
were in the process of full disintegration.*’

The first phase of the process of disintegration undergone by the feudal
systemn dates back to the high Middle Ages. The manorial economy, the core of
the feudal system, had to operate under fundamentally changed circumstances
as a division of labour mediated by the market was established. The new
division of labour found expression in the emergence of a dense network of
towns. Its preconditions lay in sustained population increase as well as in the
growing productivity of the agrarian sector. Owing to the penetration of
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market relations into the countryside, to the growth of towns, to the settlement
movement, and to the class relations which changed under the influence of
these processes, feudal lords came to consider it econornically advantageous to
relinquish the old system of appropriating social surplus labour, because the
transaction costs (which arose from enforcing and supervising labour services)
were too high, Moreover, seigneurial means of control weakened to such an
extent that it became necessary to transform labour services into rents in kind
and money rents, to dissolve the manorial estates, and, thus, to put the relations
of appropriation on a new foundation, more consistent with the changed
environment but also much more vulnerable *®

The division of labour between town and countryside, which had emerged
during this first phase, and the process of differentiation and polarization within
the rural population, which was fostered by this division of labour, determined
the origins of proto-industrialization, While at first the division of labour
between town and countryside had been the engine of the growth of industry, it
turned into its crucial obstacle in the course of the historical process, because in
the urban economy the supply of labour and materials was inelastic and was
kept that way by the economic policies of the guilds. Merchant capital solved
this problem by shifting industrial production from the town to the countryside
where the process of differentiation and pelarization had created a resource in
the form of labour power which could easily be tapped by merchant capital *?
Thus, proto-industrialization, due toits timing, belonged to the second phase of
the great transformation from feudalism to capitalism. It was indeed one of the
driving forces during this second phase. In conjunction with other factors it
developed a dynamic which, by the end of the eighteenth century, enabled the
most advanced and the most ‘industrialized’ agrarian societies of Europe to
break away from the Malthusian cycle of population growth, declining income
per head, and food crises.

Proto-industrialization, however, was not the only driving force during that
phase, Changes in the agranan sector, which continued to predominate over
the industrial sector, at least when one considers the larger territorial units, ¢can
only partially be explained by proto-industrialization. To a considerable
extent, they themselves constituted a factor which, in #s turn, determined the
course of proto-industrial development as well as the transformation process in
general. Even within the secondary sector, other phenomena besides rural
industry are relevant to the question of transition from feudalism to capitalism.
It is true that the handicrafts which produced for local demand do not need to
enter the discussion about the forces which propelled the great transformation
process, even though in most countries such handicrafts probably still
predominated quantitatively. Of greater importance as a dynamic force were
the urban®® crafts exports, despite the fact that they were largely displaced by
rural industry, or at least deprived of their dominant position. The early
centralized manufactures admittedly gave rise to capitalist relations of
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production more rapidly and more completely than did domestic mass
production. But the latter was far more important both in terms of the number
of labourers that it employed and in terms of the value it created. Such larger
manufactures were often directly related to the dispersed rural preduction
units, and complemented their production procedures or sometimes sub-
stituted for them. This is particularly true for the texiile sector which, as a
consequence of its mass-market potential, was the most important branch of
industry before the period of industrial capitalism and which became the
leading sector during the transition to industrial capitalism. Insofar as there
existed a direct relationship between centralized manufaciures and dispersed
domestic workshops, ‘manufactures’ will be included in the following discussion
of ‘proto-industrialization’; manufacture as a ‘work of economic artifice’ will
be viewed from its ‘broad foundation’ (K, Marx) .

In spite of these qualifications proto-industrialization is to be understood as
one of the central elements which mark the second phase in the disintegration of
the feudal system and the transition to capitalisi society. This thesis is borne cut
by the fact that the relations of production in proto-industrial regions are of this
transitional character. Since industrial commodity production could not be
maintained under feudal modes of organization — at least not to the same
degree as was possible for agricultural market production — a large segment of
the population was only partially integrated into the feudal system or came to
stand outside it. In addition, agrarian relations of production in regions of rural
industry were affected by prote-industrialization. The development of proto-
industry required not only a ceriain loosening of feudal ties, but it also
advanced their disintegraticn. For example, in eastern European areas of rural
industry labour services were more and more commuted into money rents.

Moreover, the very formation of proto-industrial regions meant a significant
progress in the inter-regional division of labour, as ever larger paris of the
population were drawn more deeply into inter-regional market relations.
Proto-industrialization, therefore, necessarily had consequences for the entire
society, for it affected the demand for and supply of raw materials, finished
preducts, feod, and labour power. Especially in the proto-industrially advan-
ced countries, the development of industrial commodity production in the
countryside contributed to the stimulation of agriculture which, in its turn,
effected the transformation of the agrarian relations of production.

Finally proto-industrialization is closely related to the formation not only of
inter-regional but also of international markets; indeed, te the development of
a ‘world system’ dominated by those metropolitan countries of Europe which
had advanced furthest on the road to capitalism and therefore came to
constitute its core.*? To be sure, the origins of this world system must not be
sought in proto-industrialization. To the contrary, the world system, and
especially the ‘new colonialism’ characterized by the plantation economy and
the slave trade, can be regarded as a contributing factor to the formation of
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rural industrial regions. Bul as the world system took shape, the role of proio-
industrialization grew ever larger and more active: industrial products
constituted an increasing share of exports from the European core, and
industry’s demand for raw materials began to have economic and social
consequences for the overseas world, as can be shown for the case of cotton, its
newest and, in view of subsequent developments, its decisive branch. Thus,
proto-industrialization contributed, at an early stage, 1o the development of a
world-wide economic network of asymmetric relationships, which later - after
the core had changed over to the factory system — made it inevitable that the
backwardness of the periphery was continuously and massively reinforced by
the economic progress of the core.

These are the perspeclives that underlie the study that follows. They form a
common point of departure for the substantive development of the concept of
proto-industrialization. Nonetheless, the three authors have remained in
disagreement over some questions, and their different interpretations did not
arise arbitrarily. To some extent their different views are implicit in various
research approaches that they have followed in the past, but they also appear in
a debate which is now getting under way about the problems of the transition
from feudally organized agrarian societies to industrial capitalism.

In many respects the question of the ‘systemic’ character of the basic
structures of proto-industrialization provides a clue to the controversy. The
exponents of the concept of a system (chapters 1, 2, 3, and 6) do not see the
*history of the system of proto-industrialization’ in oppositicn to the ‘history of
its evolution’. To them the heuristic use of the concept of a systerm™ seemed
appropriaie in order io analyse proto-industrialization as the specific ‘asynch-
ronous’ sel of socio-economic interrelationships which characterize a typical
transformation period. The historical manifestations of the disintegration of the
old pre-capitalist social formations became an essential, indeed sometimes
structural, part of emerging capitalism.** These manifestations of disintegration
gave to emerging capitalism a specifically historical character which distin-
guishes proto-industrial from industrial capitalism. During the proto-
industrial transition phase, devolutionary and evolutionary forces, the ‘post-
histotre’ of feudal agrarian society, whose economy was based on demestic family
units, and nascent capitalism merged into a unique social system. It gave to
proto-industrialization its Janus face and its protean appearance,®® that
preclude any hasty identification of this transitional period as the ‘first phase of
the industrialization process’ (F. Mendels) *®

Marx distinguished two roads of ‘transition from the feudal mode of
production’:® on one side he mentioned the emergence of merchant capital on
the basis of pre-capitalist modes of preduction and on the other side the
‘revolutionary’ road of the capitalization of the preduction sphere itself. In the
transition debate these two roads have been regarded as being in contrast with
each other, The ‘systemic’ approach to proto-industrialization sees them as
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closely related to each other, indeed as forming two parts of the same historical
process. Both modes of production were structural components of the proto-
industrial system. Hence they formed a configuration of ‘transitional modes of
production’, however much they differed in their historical importance. As long
as proto-industrial capitalism had not exhausted its possibilities for expansion
on the ‘broad foundation’ of the pre-capitalist mode of production, the second
road was used only reluctantly, When, on occasion, it was taken it could quickly
be left again in favour of the first road. Only when the problems arising in the
process of proto-industrial growth could no longer be solved within the
framework of the old production system did the process of circulation change
into a mere element of the production process.

The third author (chapters 4 and 3) is in agreement with the first and second
authors in that he does not consider proto-industrialization in its entirety as
part of the old social formation of feudal agrarian society nor as part of the new
formation of capitalism; but neither does he regard it as a unique third ‘system’
or as a system merged from these two. Behind the external appearance of domes-
tic industry he sees quite divergent relations of production. They appear as
different types of proto-industrialization when all regions and branches of
proto-industry that existed at a given point in time are considered ; but from a
long-term perspective, they also reveal themselves as historical phases. For
during the course of proto-industrialization the emphasis shifted from relations
of production which were characterized by the independence of petty
commodity producers in the sphere of production and the restriction of capital
to thesphere of circulation, on one hand, to relations of productien, on the other
hand, where capital had entered into the sphere of production and increasingly
limited the field of independent decision-making for the direct producers,
turning them more and more into wage labourers. Thus, proto-
industrialization contained within itself part of the great transformation
process, during which the feudal system disintegrated and the capiralist system
was formed. Within proto-industrialization, capitalist relations of production
emerged, often haltingly, sometimes even subject to retrogression, per-
tinaciously and slowly, especially when compared with early centralized
manufactures. But they developed on a much broader front than they did in
centralized manufactures, indeed the broadest front within the secondary
sector. The formation of such relations of production is seen as a factor of
strategic importance for the breakthrough of the Industrial Revolution which
forced all other societies either to industrialize as well or to succumb to
increasing dependence.

This perspective implies the construction not of one system of proto-
industrialization but of several models of its most important types and phases.
These models will be constructed by further develeping categories which, in
rudimentary form, are implied in the critique of political economy.®® In this
way an attempt will be made to clarify a number of questions which appear
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essential but have hitherto been neglected: what specific laws underlie the
functioning of each of these relations of production? How are they related to
each other and under what conditions could a transition occur from one set of
relations of production to another? Finally, how are specific relations of
production connected with other aspects of the socio-economic process?5?

According to this approach, the ‘systemic’ interrelationships as it were cut
across the borderlines of proto-industrialization: on one hand, they do not
include all proto-industrial regions, branches of industry, and development
phases; on the other hand, they are not confined to proto-industrialization
alone.®® The non-systemic approach follows not only from the emphasis laid on
the variety of relations of production within proto-industrialization and on
viewing proto-industrialization as a process. It is also based on the fact that
proto-industrial regions always constituted only a small part of larger socio-
political units (though one that was relevant for the whole). Therefore proto-
industrialization affected not only the societies in which it was embedded, e.g.
their agrarian sector and their political and institutional structures; but proto-
industrialization was, in its turn, strongly determined by the agrarian sector
and by institutional structures.

The controversial nature of these perspectives is an indication of the
tentativeness of this study and the open-endedness of the debate, The following
contribution cannot hope to succeed where the historical research into proto-
industrialization as well as the theoretical discussion about modernization,
industrialization, and social evolution have failed to close the gaps both in
empirical knowledge and in theory, just as they have failed to overcome the gulf
between the two. Originally stimulated by an ‘agenda’, this contribution ends
by suggesting another ‘agenda’.

In this situation, the three authors deliberately chose a middle path which
attempts to combine their theoretical interest with an empirical orientation.
From a methodological point of view, this ‘merger between narrative and
theory’ {]J. Habermas)®' may seem problematic to the social scientist and
suspect to some historians. But it was hoped that this path might provide a
sensible research strategy, not least with regard to the continuation of this work
which will take the authors into regional field work and — as far as possible
related to this — will aim at the continuation of this debate.



1 - The origins, the agrarian context,
and the conditions in the world market

1. The division of labour between town and countryside,
and its dissolution

In the high Middle Ages the ‘autarchic division of labour’ (K. Modzelewski)
based on closed social units, especially the manorial estate, came to an end. In
its stead emerged a division of labour that was mediated by the market
economy. This meant that agricultural production was assigned to the
countryside and industrial production to the town. Two conditions underlay
the emergence of the exchange economy based on this division of labour: an
agrarian surplus had to be produced to feed that part of the pepulation that no
longer worked in the primary seclor, and demographic growth had to be such
that the emerging towns could be supplied with people. In the historical process
these two conditions have turned out to be functionally related to each other:
the increase in basic foodstuffs called forth a swifter population growth which,
in its turn, decisively stimulated the intensification of agriculture. Population
growth and agricultural transformation in conjunction with the revival of
commerce lay at the basis of the flourishing iowns which depended on the
surrounding countryside to buy their industrial goods and to provide them with
food.!

However, the extent of this division of labour between town and countryside
was limited from the beginning. The market principle remained largely
‘peripheral’ to the peasant economy (P. Bohannan and G. Dalton),? which
produced primarily use values and not exchange values. Only a small part of
the total cutput of the peasant economy entered the market. A large part of its
material needs — not only basic foodstuffs but also industrial products — was
acquired not by purchase in the market but by home production?®
Furthermore, certain crafis were indispensable in the countryside if the village
economy was to function properly.* And finally, the iron industry and mining
had to be located in the countryside.®

Then, as the soctal division of labour deepened and became the agent of the
economic process, it ceased to be purely the division of labour between town
and countryside. In fact, the division of labour between town and countryside,

12
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where it was upheld, increasingly turned into an cbstacle to the further
development of the forces of production. Economic growth could throw off its
fetters only if the self-sufficient peasant production unit could be cracked open.
This meant that the peasant household could become a relevant market factor
only if it opened itself to specialization, limiting the making of agricultural or
industrial products for home consumption and offering either agricultural or
industrial goods for sale in the market. But the achievement of this new stage in
the social division of labour required that the towns lost their privileged position
in the overall production and exchange process and that rural centres of
industrial commodity production as well as local markets were allowed to
form.® Often the division of labour between town and countryside ceased to exist
in the legal sense only when free trade was introduced, but in practice it had
disappeared much earlier. It was swept away by the dynamic force of the socio-
economic process that had already given birth to the simple market economy of
the high Middle Ages and, since then, had been given additional strength by
the emergence of merchant capital in the sphere of circulation. Guilds, city
magistrates, and governments tried in vain to arrest this development and to
save the urban monopoly on industrial production. Though the territorial state
reaffirmed and expanded the control of the cities over trade and industry, and
attempted to regulate rural industries, its measures were inadequate on both
fronts” The social and economic forces which promoted the expanding
production of industrial goods in the countryside turned cut to be stronger in
the long run.

2, The emergence of rural industries in the countryside

In addition te the relatively undiversified handicrafis there emerged in some
regions an extraordinarily concentrated industry which was organized on a
domestic basis and produced for supra-regional markets.® Whilst rural
handicrafts, as rural industry in the strict sense of the term, substantially owed
their origin to an automomous process, restricted to the agrarian sector, the
origins of this other, newly-emerging industry were different. Here develop-
ments in the countryside and in the towns, in industry, as well as in inter-
regional and international commerce converged. These developments lay
outside the control of the two relevant systems, namely the agrarian economy
and the industrial economy of the towns, and called for a new capacity for self-
regulation.

{a} Factors operating within the agrarian sector

The forces which set in motion the process which is analysed here must first be
sought in the agrarian sector, for at the beginning of the medern period the
secondary and tertiary sectors were still insignificant by comparison.
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Due to its dependence on nature, agriculture as an economic and social
system is subjected to the rhythmic movement of the seasons. The social
organization of agricultural labour is therefore characterized by heavy seasonal
fluctuations in demand, which reach their peak at harvest time, and by
corresponding fluctuations in the utilization of the existing labour supply. This
accounts for the seasonal unemployment characteristic of the agrarian sector.
Under the conditions of the family economy operating without wage labour
seasonal unemployment remains ‘hidden’, but in an agricultural system
dependent on wage labour it manifests itself openly during the less work-
intensive season® The situation of livestock-raising farms differs from that of
arable farms. On the former, work is more evenly distributed over the entire
year, but it is much less intensive, so that here hidden unemployment is likely to
exist as well.'?

Seasonal unemployment, however, was only a precondition for the expan-
sion of industrial commodity production to the countryside. Production of
industrial goods for the market, in contrast te production for home con-
sumption, occurred only in situations of need. Whether a peasant family had to
turn to an industrial side-occupation was determined by its economic situation
which, in turn, depended above all on the quality and quantity of land at its
disposal. In areas where the yield from the soil was meagre the peasant family
had te acquire an additional income. It 1s no accident that the rural industries
of Europe concentrated in barren mountain regions,'' though it must be
remembered that the prevalence of domestic industry in such regions was often
a secondary phenomenon to be explained by the fact that industry was
prevented from establishing itselfin the valleys and on the plains by their firmly
implanted and inflexible economic and social structures.’?

The settlement of barren mountain regions and the emergence of peasant
holdings insufficiently equipped with land are two aspects of the same socio-
economic process. The trend-periods of the high Middle Ages and the sixteenth
and ecighteenth centuries were periods of large population increase.
Demographic growth {which in the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries had, at
first, a compensatory function after the population losses of the late medieval
period and the seventeenth century) translated itself into economic growth
which, in its turn, stimulated further population increase. However, in the
course of this growth process the positive interaction between population growth
and economic growth was dissolved and transformed itself into a negative
relationship. Economic growth did not keep pace with population growth
because the initially higher income-margin was not productively used but was
largely consumed by population growth. The law of diminishing returns from
the land took effect. Income per head fell as the marginal productivity of labour
decreased. The relationship between the prices of labour and land shified in
favour of the latter.'* In the countryside, owing to this change in the direction of
the different secular trends, marginal soils were cultivated after the available
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good soils had been exhausted, but more importantly, a broad stratum of
landless peasants emerged in regions of non-partible inheritance, while in the
areas of partible inheritance the fragmentation of land took on extraordinary
proportions. As a consequence of this trend, which repeated itself with
increasing magnitude during each period, the rural social structure was
completely changed. By the eighteenth century, the bulk of the rural
population consisted not of full-scale farmers in control of encugh land to feed
their households but of a smallholding and occasionally landless substratum!*
which was made up of several groups: there were cottars, ‘haricotiers’,
‘Soldner’, ‘Koteer’, ‘Kossiten’, and ‘Girtner’, and below these there were the
cottagers, ‘manouvriers’, ‘Brinksitzer’, Biidner’, and ‘Hausler’, most of whom
possessed only a house and a small piece of land. And even lower on the social
scale stood the day labourers, farmhands, and servants who lived on the estates
of the fendal lords and farms of the peasants and were lucky if they managed to
rent a piece of land. Occasionally, the boundaries between these classes,
including the boundary which set them off against the full-scale farmers, were
blurred.

The process of differentiation within the peasantry, which picked up
momentum during the secular economic upswings and which was reinforced by
wars and seigneurial pressure, had consequences similar to those of population
growth. It often brought about the polarization of rural society. The
intermediate peasantry declined; a group of large peasant proprietors and a
peasant sub-stratum remained. On occasion, the entire economically viable
peasantry was destroyed by the process of accumulation. Even though the
sustained boom in grain prices did not cause the differentiation of rural society,
it contributed to the acceleration of its differentiation, once that process had
started. While smaller holdings did benefit from the price rise, larger farms
profited much more, especially those which were more market-oriented. This
necessarily strengthened their position within the village community vis-i-vis
the small producers whose strength was impaired.

The latter were exposed to direct pressure during the short-term fluctuations
in harvest yields caused by meteorological conditions. These upward and
downward swings in the agrarian cycle were imbedded in its long-term
conjuncture. Large farms were often strengthened by a bad harvest, since the
rise in cereal prices more than compensated them for the reduced quantity that
they could market, but small farms tended to be decisively and permanently
weakened. Mostly they had nothing left to sell at all and might be forced to
purchase food in the market in order to forestall starvation. The market quota
of such farms fell to zero. Indeed, it could become negative. Families holding
such farms were forced to go into debt and were often subject to extortion. In
many cases they could not extricate themselves from debt even when the bad
harvest was followed by a good one, and in the end they had no recourse but to
sell part of their land. The effects of the long-term trend and the short-term
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fluctuations of the economic cycle were such that, together, they formed a
cumulative process which reinforced the previously existing differences in land-
holding and income and which transformed part of the peasantry into a rural
proletariat.'?

However, it must also be taken into account that in many cases the rapid
growth of the smallholding and landless proletariat might well have resulted
from the expansion of home industry and its reproductive pattern,'® Once rural
industry had established itself in a region it generated its own labour force.
Smallholdings were made available precisely because it was possible to eam a
living outside of agriculture. The social desrabilization of the village was a pre-
condition as well as a consequence of the spatial expansion of industrial
commodity production.

Peasant families whose holdings did not yield enough for subsistence, due to
the natural conditions or the insufficiency of their land, could adopt either of
two strategies:

{1 They could try to secure their subsistence minimum by using their land
more intensively. Under the pressure of ‘unsatisfied demands’ (A, V.
Chayanov] the peasant family increased its labour input per unit of land.!
However, as the holdings became smaller, the marginal returns decreased more
rapidly and the point where the total yield could no longer be increased was
reached faster.'? Consequently, this strategy could not be adopted on very small
holdings. To them only the second possibility was open.

(2} They could try to ‘meet a shortfall in agricultural incomes by income
from crafts and trade’ (A, V. Chayanov).!® Income from agriculture had to be
supplemented by income from non-agricultural labour. The proportion of the
latter, measured against the total income, depended on the quality of the soil,
the size of the holding, and the intensity of cultivation, in addition to the
existing possibilities for non-agricultural work.* While, at peak-season,
smallholders and rural proletarians could find work on estates and large farms,
especially since population growth had stimulated the intensification of
agriculture, this did not solve the problem of seasonal unemployment. Here the
adoption of rural industry provided the only solution?' Hence, households
whose land-labour ratio was very unfavourable because of the small size of
their holdings turned to industrial commedity production which was labour-
intensive in contrast to land-intensive agricultural production. As the marginal
product of their agricultural labour was rapidly approaching zero, they shifted
part of their labour power to more productive activities, and rural industry
provided them with an opportunity to do so.2?

The processes of population growth, social differentiation, and specialization
within the rural population largely paralleled the secular trends of growth in
European agriculture. Admittedly, population pressure was alleviated during
the depression periods of the late Middle Ages and the seventeenth century,
partly because of a system of ‘negative feedback’ but partly also because of an
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‘autonomous’ mortality rate, i.e. a rate which cannot be explained by the socio-
economic process (J. D. Chambers). Indeed, occasionally, population figures
were reduced sharply from their existing level. But the depression periods forced
another group within rural society to search for additional income, for agrarian
producers saw their incomes decline in the face of constant or even rising costs,?®
Especially those farms encountered difficulties which had begun te cultivate
marginal soils during the previous trend period when the demand for food
staples was increasing and prices were rising. Now these soils were hardly worth
cultivating any longer since their yield stood in no relationship to the labour
input they required. Many agricultural producers could gét out of their
difficulties only by extensifying their production, i.e. by making the transition
to pastoral farming. This strategy was also furthered by the fact that prices for
foodstufls, like meat, for which the income elasticity of demand was high fell less
rapidly than the prices of food staples, like cereals, whose elasticity of demand
was low. Therefore underemployment developed in regions which turned to
stock-raising and favoured, indeed necessitated, the expansion of industrial
production.?* In regions with poor soils, where the transition to stock-raising
was impossible, the deterioration of the income of the agricultural population
had similar effects.?> Finally, the crisis in agriculture accelerated the process of
differentiation in the countryside.” Those who became victims of the process of
accumulation were forced to find a new subsistence base in industry. More and
more industrial production came to be located in the countryside. Far from
reversing this trend, the secular crises reinforced it.

The local distribution of power and the agrarian relations of production
could restrict or promote the spatial expansion of industrial commodity
production. Of central importance was the position which the local seigneur
(either Grundhery or Gutsherr) and the village community adopted with regard to
population growth and the differentiation process within the peasantry.?” They
could try to influence these processes by insisting on the indivisibility of hold-
ings even in areas of partible inheritance. To this end, they might suppress the
emergence of a land market, control the settlement of cottagers by withholding
land, and judiciously manipulate their right of consent to marriages.?® But such
interference did not take place everywhere, especially net, if seigneurial
authoerity and community cohesion were weak.?

Hence the most important precondition for industrial development in the
countryside, namely the elasticity of the labour supply, depended not only on
demographic developments and the social differentiation within the village
population but also on the local constellation of seigneurial and communal
power. This power-constellation was determined by many factors even if one
disregards, for the moment, the Guisherrschaftin east-central and eastern Europe
where seigneurial authority was always very strong. Only one factor will be
mentioned here. Inevitably, the community exercised powerful controls in
areas of nuclear villages and three-field agriculture. The collective nature of the
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three-field system required a strong centralized institution to direct village
affairs. In areas of individual farms and enclosed fields such an institution was
unnecessary, and the preconditions for its development were lacking.
Seigneurial authority, too, was most effective in areas where its subjects lived in
closed communities rather than on dispersed farms?* To sum up, rural
industrial regions could only develop where the village community and the lord
did not have the power to enforce social cohesion. Where such cohesion still
existed it had to loosen or dissolve altogether in order for population growth
and the differentiation process among the peasantry to assert themselves.

The power-constellations and their impact on the spatial expansion of
industrial commodity production were different in east-central and eastern
Europe. Peasants were more directly and more firmly dominated by their lords,
and there was little room for the development of rural industries. The few
concentrations of industry which can be found in peripheral areas are not to be
explained by the disintegration of the lord—peasant relationship. Instead, the
feudal lords, for example those in Upper Lusatia or those of the
Silesian—Bohemian border area, promoted industrial commedity production
as an alternative to cereal production within the framework of the social
relations of Gutsherrschaft. They released desmesne land and common meadows
for the settlement of cottagers and consequently furthered population growth
The lord—peasant relationship loosened only after the politics of the feudal
lords had changed.

The rural relations of production contributed indirectly to the expansion of
rural industries insofar as they often empowered the feudal lords to appropriate
a large portion of the agrarian product. In the eighteenth century, the feudal
quota, i.e. the portion extracted from the rural net income (gross yield minus
expenses), amounted to between 38 and 46 per centin central Europe.®? During
this time about 7080 per cent of central European peasants rarely retained an
income sufficient to assure a family’s livelihood, after expenses and feudal dues
had been deducted.®* The majority of the rural population was consequently
forced to look for a supplementary income outside of their farms.

But whether a region developed rural industries or not was determined not so
much by the extent of feudal charges as by the form in which peasants paid
them. And the form of payment was determined not only by the social
relationship in the narrow sense between the feudal lord and his dependent
peasants but also by the overall relations of production. Social surplus labour
could be appropriated in the form of labour dues on one hand or in the form of
payments in kind and money dues on the other hand, and either of these forms
corresponded with a different set of relations of production.

The form in which social surplus labour was appropriated also marked a
specific stage in the historical process, but this process did not occur
simultanecusly in the different parts of Europe. It generated regressive and
devclutionary developments which made visible the structures of dependence
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that had emerged in Europe since the turn of the sixteenth century. The
transition of Guisherrschafl in east-central and eastern Europe can be interpreted
as a devolutionary development in this sense. Several factors contributed to the
process which resulted in the refeudalization of east-Elbian agriculture. The
agrarian crisis of the late Middle Ages had produced deserted villages and had
tied the peasants to the soil; it had thereby created the material and social pre-
conditions for the expansion of the system of Gutswirtschaft. During the sixteenth
century, the demand for cereals in western-European markets {in Russia the
domestic market functioned like a foreign market because of its size) generated
the forces which replaced the economy that had been based on money rents,
with a manorial economy based on the extraction of forced labour from peasant
serfs. This process was reinforced by the seventeenth-century crisis, a crisis
which in Russia began as early as the 1560s, owing to the specific conditions of
her autocratic system.3* As the landlords imposed labour services on the peasant
family, the time potentially available for domestic industry shrank, since a part
of its labour time had to be given to the Guisherr. Nonetheless, even when
peasants had to render labour service six days a week, the agricultural work was
subject to seasonal fluctuations and thereby to a ‘limile technologigue’ which
prevented its exploitation by the lords to the ‘limite sociale’ or even ‘physiologique’
(W. Kula).?

The fact is that the fully developed Guiswirtschaft with its characteristic cereal
moenoculture and its labour system did not permit the development of industrial
commodity production in the countryside. Demographic growth was compara-
tively limited. In its demand for labour power the Guiswirtschafi resorted
primarily to the labour dues of the peasant population. Consequently, only a
small number of less than full-size holdings emerged which allowed their
occupants to form families and be repreductively active. But a large number of
servant positions were created so that the frequency of marriage and the
birthrate remained relatively low.®

In contrast to money rents, labour dues arrested the process of social
differentiation within the peasantry. The logic of the manorial system based on
serf labour demanded that the lord had to preserve the peasant holding at all
cost because it functioned as a supplier of labour power and of draft power.
Therefore it was in his interest to assist peasants in emergencies which arose
from harvest failures and other causes.*” As a result he prevented their sliding
into a rural sub-stratum. To be sure, such a sub-stratum did exist in manorial
villages on a small scale, but since the lord prevented the differentiation process
from taking its course, one of the sources of its growth was blocked. The
reservoir of labour power necessary for the expansion of rural industry
remained limited. Furthermore, since the Gutsherr exercised a secure monopoly
in the labour market it remained inelastic. Guiswirtschaft was incompatible with
the growth of rural industries because they both drew upon the same labour

supply.
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The expansion of industrial commeodity production encountered less re-
strictive conditions in the mountain areas of east-central Europe and in that
part of central Russia which does not belong tothe black-earth belt. Here the
development of Gutswirtschafi had stagnated because the soil was unfavourable
to cereal production and market ties were lacking that might have joined these
areas to the great consumer centres. Often it proved financially more feasible to
divide up at least part of the area of existing estates and settle cottagers on the
partitions, rather than to administer and cultivate them in their entireties. The
Guiswirtschafi reverted to Grundherrschaft, but it preserved its characteristic legal
system of ‘second serfdom’®® Russia provides the clearest example of this
phenomenon. In 1765-7, while 75 per cent of the manorial peasants of the
black-earth belt of central Russia were charged with labour dues {barshching)
and only 25 per cent with money rents {obrok) (1858: 73.1 per cent and 26.9 per
cent respectively), the equivalent percentages for the area outside the black-
earth belt, i.e. for the industrial centre of early modern Russia, amounted to
40.8 per cent and 59.2 per cent (1858: 32.5 per cent and 67.5 per cent
respectively). In the densely industrialized province of Jaroslavl’, 64.1 per cent
of manorial peasants had to pay ‘ebrok’ in 1765 (1858: 87.4 per cent)® In
eighteenth-century Russia, ‘obrok’ was practically synonymous with industrial
employment and withdrawal from agriculture.*

The transition to money rents set in motion a process of differentiation which
not only increased the number and size of rural groups who were dependent on
industrial by-occupations, but occasionally also stimulated the emergence of
rural entrepreneurship®' While the preconditions for the expansion of
industrial commodity production thus existed in these regions, the continuing
right of the Gutsherr to interfere with the personal freedom of his serfs had
dysfunctional effects. To be sure, the feudal lords of the Silesian border area as
well as those in Upper Lusatia and Bohemia favoured the shift of linen
production to the countryside, but they thwarted its development by drawing
the linen industry into the system of feudal obligations. They revived labour
services {in the form of spinning and weaving) which probably dated back to
the Middle Ages — the latter of which was commuted into the so-called
Weberzins (weaver’s rent) at the beginning of the seventeenth century. They
apparently exercised the right of pre-emption on the remaining linen cloth
produced by their subjects. They limited their serfs’ mobility, though they
granted them the right to buy their freedom.** Similar observations can he
made in southern Poland and in Russia, even though the rise of such textile
centres as Andrychéow (southern Poland) and Ivanovo (northern-central
Russia), to mention only two examples, could not be prevented in the long
run.*?* All things considered, the incongruity between economic development
and an inflexible legal system, between the disintegration of Gutswirtschaft and
the continuation of ‘second serfdom’, constituted a severe impediment to the
development of industrial commodity production in the countryside.
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In Germany, west of the Elbe and in western Europe, the commutation of
labour services into rents in kind and especially into money rents had begun
with the dissolution of the manorial system. While this process was sometimes
interrupted by the agrarian crises of the late Middle Ages, it was never seriously
threatened until it reached its completion (though a few special cases do not fit
into this pattern). In this respect nothing prevented the penetration of industry
into the countryside. England was most deeply affected by the development of
the rural relations of production. The appropriation of social surplus labour in
the form of feudal rent was discarded and the adoption of short-term modern
leases changed the feudal rent into a capitalistic ground rent. Since the
sixteenth century, English agriculture became commercialized and the re-
lations of production were increasingly determined by the laws of the market.
Population growth, a deepening social division of labour, and the growing
demand for wonl generated by an expanding textile industry converged and
destroyed the traditional agrarian structures.** The collectivism which had
hitherto determined the village economy was replaced by ‘agrarian in-
dividualism’ {Marc Bloch). This opened up the possibility to introduce modern
agrarian methods like convertible husbandry. The enclosure movement, in
which the emerging ‘agrarian individualism’ manifested itself, as well as the
process of differentiation and polarization to which the peasantry was subjected,
left a deep mark on the rural social system. The number of families who had to
find some kind of side-occupation grew rapidly. The cottagers who lost their
main source of income when the common land was partitioned and distributed
among private owners were practically forced into rural industry. With the
emerging stratification of English agrarian society into landowners, tenants,
and rural labourers the traditional structures disintegrated completely**
No-where did the development of industrial commodity production in the
countryside run so directly parallel to the re-organization of the rural relations
of production according to the laws of the market as it did in England.

(b) Faclors operating ontside the agrarian sector

If industrial commodity production was to develop into full-scale proto-
industrialization, the specific changes in the agrarian sector had to interact with
the changes in supra-regional markets. Merchant capital had to develop and
exploit the unutilized resources which existed in the countryside.

The secular growth-periods in European economic history broke the power
of the towns.*® Their productive potential did not meet the demand because the
high labour intensity of pre-factory industrial commodity production requjred
the involvement of large numbers of workers in the production process. Hence
the rural labour foree had to be mobilized. In view of the urban economy’s low
elasticity of supply, merchant capital had no choice but to shift production
to the countryside. Often, foreign demand provided the incentive, and it
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could develop inte a trend which—~a few short-term interruptions not-
withstanding — superseded even the secular growth-phases.” According to
Adam Smith’s classic theory of commerce, namely the vent-for-surplus theory,
foreign demand made it possible for unutilized resources in the
countryside — especially labour power and, to a lesser extent, natural
resources — to find a different outlet. The opportunity costs of such factors were
zero since their utilization did not imply that they were withdrawn from
productive utilization elsewhere. When a country embarked upon foreign
trade, an effective demand for its goods opened up which permitted the
exploitation of resources whose previous utilization had been prevented by the
inelasticity of domestic demand. In this way, a country which had been largely
excluded from world trade could simultaneously strengthen its foreign trade
position as well as its internal economic capacity without incurring ‘costs’.#

Occasionally, opening a region to trade provoked arrangements between
foreign merchants and feudal lords which resembled the ‘classic pattern of
colonial penetration’ (H. Kisch}.#* The unurilized resources to be tapped did
not only consist in labour power and raw materials but also in peasant skills.
The ‘nouvelles draperies’, for example, as well as linen production can be
viewed as the ‘commercialization of peasant techniques’ (D. C. Coleman).*

Not only was the urban economy’s supply inelastic, but its productive
relations were also constrained by guilds. They increasingly came into
contradiction with the dynamic of the economy’s growth, keeping the elasticity
of supply low. The economic policy of the guilds was guided by the need of their
members to earn a livelihood. Its goal was the adequate support of the
individual guild members. It was unfavourable to growth insofar as it tried to
control the expansion of individual workshops which necessarily threatened the
existence of others. For this purpose the guilds limited the artisans’ output,
contrelled the competition of price and quality, opposed the introduction of
new production techniques and new products, and limited the access to the
market.*! In order to escape such limitations, merchant capitalists turned to the
countryside. The urban crafts, unaccustomed to competition from rural
industries, were unable to resist it and collapsed.®? Occasionally, a division of
labour arose between town and country in the course of the conflict.®

It must be admitted, however, that some cities succeeded in considerably
expanding their internal field of economic operations, even if only temporarily.
The most notable examples are the [talian cities of the late Middle Ages, but it
applies to others as well. The Niirnberg putters-out manufacturers created a
veritable industrial ‘reserve army’ by employing piece rate workers who, it has
heen estimated, amounted to one third of the labouring population (H,
Aubin] **

Last but not least, there was the cost factor which favoured the shift of
industrial production to the countryside. Raw materials were often cheaper in
the countryside than in the town. The tax pressure which weighed on artisans
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tended to be lower in the rural areas than within the town walls.?® The cost of
living, too, was lower in the countryside. The important point, however, is the
following : insofar as the rural artisans possessed a piece of land and thereby had
a subsistence base in agriculture, they could forgo part of their wages, i.e. they
could work under conditions where their remuneration did not suffice to cover
the cost of reproducing their labour power as well as the renewal costs of their
means of production. Merchants and putters-out exploited the dismal situation
of the rural sub-stratum that was dependent on rural by-occupations but lacked
the support of a guild. They drove down the rural wages far below the level that
was customary under the conditions of guild production in the towns. A
merchant or putter-out who utilized rural labour power thus obtained a
differential profit, though it tended to disappear as the new production system
became widespread.® Especially in times like the late Middle Ages and the
seventeenth century, when industrial prices fell and wages tended to rise,
merchant capital was necessarily more inclined to forestall the sinking of
incomes by utilizing rural labour power.%

In east-central and eastern Europe, special conditions accounted for the rise
of rural industries. The economic regression resulting from Poland’s transition
to Gutswirtschaft and the terribly destructive wars of the seventeenth and early
cighteenth centuries had greatly diminished the towns® economic importance.
At the end of the seventeenth century rural industries began to benefit from this
situation.*® In Russia, it was the weakness of the urban economy that accounted
for the emergence of rural industrial regions.*®

3. Proto-industrialization

fa) Origins, inter-regional connections, indicators

The first regions of relatively dense rural industry had developed in England,
the southern Low Countries, and southern Germany in the late Middle Ages.5
The decisive thrust which brought about the phase of proto-industrialization
came at the end of the sixteenth and in the seventeenth centuries. The forces
behind it did not differ from those which had operated since the end of the
thirteenth century, but now they were gaining a new dimension. Quantitative
changes in supply and demand combined to produce a cumulative process
which led to a new phase.# A situation extremely favourable to the development
of production centres in the countryside was created by a number of factors: the
long waves of the agrarian cycle and the trend periods of population growth
connected to these waves by a feedback system; the increasing underemploy-
ment in the countryside resulting from population growth; the crisis of
agricultural incomes in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries which
led to a differentiation in production. To this should be added a slight increase
n domestic demand resulting from the recovery of real wages (on the continent,
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however, this was more than offset by the decline of agricultural incomes), as
well as a greatly expanding international demand, not least of all in colenial
markets whose demand for industrial products was rapidly gaining importance
since the seventeenth century {Eric Hobsbawm: ‘new colonialism’).%? The
towns with their limited productive capacity could not respond to this new
situation. Owing to developments in the markets for production factors and
goods and to the advantages that could be gained from lacating in the
countryside, merchant capitalists now chose to utilize the rural resources.

When one considers the inner logic of the two systems under discussion,
proto-industrialization constitutes the solution of two different sets of problems
which had arisen in the agrarian sector on one hand, and in the industrial sector
on the other hand, and which neither sector could solve on its own. These sets of
problems concern, on one side, the demographic growth and differentiation
process which the peasant population underwent and, on the other side, the low
elasticity of supply of the urban economy. They became soluble only when both
sectors interacted with each other. Increasing asymmetries in the economic
structure were overcome by the formation of a new system which enhanced the
capability of European societies to direct their econemic affairs. In the long run,
however, it generated new problems whose solution was to prove impossible
under the conditions of a pre-industrial economy.

As was described above, rural industries producing for supra-regional
markets developed in a large number of regions. Such proto-industrial zones
contrasted with their agrarian environment, but they also became dependent
on adjacent agrarian zones for basic foodstuffs and raw materials, as their
labour force shifted to industrial commodity production. The gap between
supply and demand which widened in the course of proto-industrial develop-
ment had to be closed by provisions from outside, Only when proto-industry and
commercial agriculture developed together could such regions preserve their
self-sufficiency, but this occurred only rarely. The process which called forth a
certain inter-regional division of labour was always initiated by industrial
regions, but it required a positive response from their agrarian environment.®
Only when such a response was forthcoming could proto-industrialization
occur. Such inter-regional dependence could also arise from developments
which originated in those agrarian regions that were linked to specific industrial
regions. As was pointed out earlier, the reasons for relegation of proto-industry
to harsh mountainous areas, which depended on food supply from outside,
sometimes lie in the valleys and plains below. The rigid social order of the
lowlands, characterized by the three-field-system, kept population-growth low
and prevented rural industry from making significant inroads. It was forced to
move to the mountains where a more open and more flexible social order
prevailed.

East of the Elhe, cereal monoculture, based on Guiswirtschaft, dominated the
fertile plains and pushed rural industries to the remoter regions that were
remote from markets, such as the mountain zones of east-central Europe and
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that part of central Russia which lay outside the black-earth belt®* Rural
industries which concentrated in stock-raising regions mostly stood at the end of
a development that had begun during the seventeenth century crisis when
agrarian production underwent significant changes in location. A number of
regions had then turned to grazing because, owing to the general pressure on
prices, they could not withstand the competition of the more efficiently
praeducing cereal regions. Their soils were not suitable to the new methods of
cultivation whose introduction, particularly in England, was favoured by the
crisis.® Such stock-raising regions needed rural industries to compensate the
population for their loss of employment that arose when grain cultivation was
abandoned. Several lines of development crossed each other as the inter-
regional structure of agrarian and industrial zones emerged. Thisstructure took
shape as a result of a series of often conflicting pushes and pulls, and it is not
always possible to determine which of several factors carried the greater weight.

The introduction of a new term to characterize a specific stage in socio-
economic development is justified only if it can be operationalized. It must be
possible to assign to it empirically verifiable indicators, The most obvious are
a micro-economic and a macro-economic indicator. From the viewpoint of
agrarian producers, taking up an industrial occupation meant that an
industrial income was added to their agricultural income. A gap opened
between property and income which in peasant society had tended 1o be seen as
a whole: income from industry was no longer related to the land and therefore
to property.®® In contrast to the agrarian income, it had to be almost totally
realized in the market. In theory, a line could be drawn where the industrial
income exceeded the agrarian income, or in other terms, where the sup-
plementary occupation turned into the primary occupation.

This micro-economic indicator should be complemented by a macro-
economic indicator: the share of the primary sector on one hand, and the
secondary and tertiary sectors on the other hand, in creating the total national
product and in employing the labouring populaticen. But a clear dividing line
cannot be drawn in either case; thus it cannot be maintained that the critical
stage was reached cither when the greater part of the household budget was
earned in the secondary and tertiary sectors, or when the major part of the
national product was created in these sectors and the majority of labourers
employed in them. Therefore qualitative indicators must be added, such as the
specific demographic pattern of proto-industrial populations, the destabili-
zation of the traditional social structure of the villages, and the production for
supra-regional and international markets.®’

{b) The agrarian context

According to the model of agrarian specialization, those peasant holdings
which were sufficiently equipped with land as their most important production
factor concentrated on agricultural production and gave up the making of
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industrial products for home consumption, while those holdings which were
poorly equipped with land and whose agriculturally employed labour therefore
rapidly reached a marginal productivity of zero specialized in industrial
products which they had always made for home consumption, but which they
now began to produce for the market.® The assumptions of this model lead us
to expect that agriculture in the first case approximates the commercial type
and in the second case, comes close to the subsistence type® But it is not
necessarily true that commercial farms did not exist in proto-industrial regions ;
in fact, sometimes they were characteristic of the agriculture in those regions.
Nonetheless, some of the factors which favoured the adoption of industrial
occupations by groups of rural dwellers also pushed the entire agriculture in the
direction of the subsistence type. Given the technological conditions of the
period, poor soils and other unfavourable natural conditions prevented the
commercialization of agriculture. Population pressure, especially where it
generated extreme land fragmentation, restricted agriculture to the narrow
confines of the subsistence holding. Owing to firmly implanted feudal controls,
the peasant lacked the independence to respond positively to market impulses
and to enter into the process of specialization.” And indeed, in many proto-
industrial regions of Europe, for example in Brittany, Overijssel, the moun-
tainous regions of central Germany, and the foothills of the Carpathians, proto-
industrialization and subsistence agriculture went together.”! We may there-
fore in principle conclude that the subsistence farm must be considered as the
agrarian basis of proto-industrialization.

The concrete forms which agriculture took in regions with concentrated
rural industries deserve to be elaborated. Despite what was said earlier, those
forms could vary greatly, On one end of the scale, one finds the ‘garden’
agriculture of central Flanders, famous all over Europe, and a flourishing
agriculture in the area above Ziirich; at the other end, there is the poor
agriculture of the area in which the Calwer Zeughandlungskompagnie oper-
ated (the eastern part of the Black Forest).”? Several factors account for such
stages of agricultural intensification in prote-industrial regions. First, it was
important how much the agricultural income contributed to the family’s total
income. The smaller that proportion was, due to the small size of the family’s
holding, the more the petty industrial producers developed a tendency to
neglect agriculture altogether and to devote their labour to industrial
production. Forced by necessity, they had at first turned to the intensification of
agriculture only to abandon it in favour of rural industry when the possibility
had arisen. A Silesian cottar’s family, for example, could generally survive only
if it concentrated all its energy on the production of linen.

Secondly, the degree to which the petty industrial producers as a group
shared in the total arable land must be taken inte account. In general, they
cultivated their land quite intensively, despite the marginal case mentioned
above. But if their share in the total arable was small in a given region, only a
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small amount of land became subject to intensive tillage and their influence on
the agrarian structure of that region remained insignificant. While in central
Flanders the entire society and economy were characterized by intensive soil
utilization owing to extreme fragmentation, in the Westphalian linen region it
remained limited to the land cultivated by the cottars (Heuerlinge).

Thirdly, the social framework which regulated the utilization of the land
must be considered. Where it was sufficiently flexible, agriculture could achieve
a high degree of intensity despite its subsistence character. Where this was not
the case and agriculture was made inflexible by a rigid three-field system with
compulsive rotations, it maintained its extensive character. Under such
conditions, domestic industry and agriculture were difficult to combine, and
the proto-industrial family might ‘prefer the easy work done inside the home to
the arduous labour in the fields’.”

When proto-industrialization gained a foothold in a region of commercial
agriculture despite these basic assumptions, special circumstances are usually
responsible. First of all, commercial agriculture, generally, could anly develop
in a highly urbanized region. The concentrated demand of a large town or a
whole network of towns was necessary in order to induce the self-sufficient
peasant family holding to enter on the path of specialization.”* Furthermore, it
must be remembered that commercial agriculture generated a considerable
demand for additional labour. It created a need for and promoted the
development of specifically rural crafts and of transportation networks. A large
proportion of the rural population surplus was also absorbed by the town which
dominated a given agricultural region.’® Consequently, the decisive precon-
dition of proto-industrialization, namely the elasticity of the labour supply, was
largely iacking. Labour was available only at ‘opportunity costs’ above zero.
Rural industries could generally not establish themselves in such regions.”®

If, despite all this, they did succeed, the explanation is likely to lie in the role
of the cities. Here the decisive impulses for the commercialization of agriculture
as well as for the spatial expansion of industrial commodity production
originated — processes which occurred roughly simuitaneously. Sooner or later
competition for the rural labour power was bound to arise between agriculture
and merchant capital”” Proto-industrialization became a burden for the
agrarian sector, imposed upon it by merchant capital.

In commercial stock-raising regions, the situation was somewhat different.
Here industrial commaodity production had often made inroads before the
seventeenth-century crisis had forced producers to give up grain cultivation in
favour of stock-raising.”® The latter system’s low labour-intensity made the
further expansion of industrial commeodity production possible. Difficulties
arose when stock-raising developed into dairy farming with its high labour-
intensity.

The distinguishing feature between proto-industrial regions with subsistence
farming and those with commercial agriculture was the fact that the latter were
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largely self-sufficient with regard to their food supply (not including stock-
raising regions), whereas the former needed food imports. The agrarian surplus
of other regions had to cover their food deficit. The feature which both had in
common was the subsistence character of the agricultural pursuits of petty
industrial producers. Their agricultural activities had no other goal but to
contribute, in whichever form, to the food needs of the individual family and to
the need for flax and hemp in the case of a family of spinners.

The agrarian sector made a four-fold contribution to proto-industrialization.
It contributed labour, commercial as well as entrepreneurial skill and capital,
products, and markets. But the comprehensive term ‘agrarian sector’ conceals a
number of different territorial entities: first, the region which turned to
industrial commodity production (it contributed labour, commercial and
entrepreneurial skill and capital}; secondly, the agrarian zones which were
linked to the industrializing regions (they contributed preducts) ; and thirdly,
the agriculture of the economic orbit to which the industrial regions belonged
(it contributed the market). The agrarian sector laid the foundation for proto-
industrialization by providing a surplus of labour power. But is it correct to say
that the agrarian sector actually made all these contributions?

As far as the labour supply is concerned, it must be taken into consideration
that the population did not grow in the seventeenth century and was even
considerably reduced in some areas.” But as was shown earlier, no significant
labour scarcity occurred because of the downward movement of the secular
cycle; furthermore proto-industrial regions, due to their specific demographic
pattern, were well equipped to generate their own labour supply. Any
bottlenecks were almost certainly overcome by the rapid population growth of
the eighteenth century. Siill, three important qualifications must be made. The
elasticity of the labour supply could be limited if population growth and the
differentiation process within the peasantry were subject to heavy seigneurial
and communal controls, if the Gutsherr exercised a monopoly in the labour
market, or if a large part of the labour power was abhsorbed by commercial
agriculture.® Disregarding these marginal cases, proto-industrialization can be
described as ‘economic development with unlimited supplies of labour’ (W. A.
Lewis)®' Basically, the ‘unlimited-supplies-of-labour’ theory applies much
more to proto-industrialization, especially during its early phase, than to the
industrialization of today’s underdeveloped countries. Under modern con-
ditions of underdevelopment and industrialization, the withdrawal of labour
power from the agrarian sector presents difficult problems even in cases where
the marginal productivity of labour is near zero. The level of production can
only be maintained when the relations of production are transformed and new
agrarian techniques are introduced.® This was different in proto-
industrialization. The rural industrial producer remained on his plot of land,
and when the seasonal demand for agricultural labour rose he made himself
available as farm labourer, Consequently, the agrarian product did not fall. In
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the labour market the requirements of agriculture and proto-industry — at least
during its early phase — did not conflict.”®

In addition to labour, the agrarian sector contributed commercial and
entreprencurial skill and capital to proto-industrialization, Of minor impor-
tance were the activities of the landed nobility in central and western Europe 8
In east-central and eastern Europe, the nobility gradually withdrew from
exercising entrepreneurial functions which they had initially attempted to do
on the basis of their seigneurial power. They largely restrained themselves ta
solidifying a relationship which rested on the payment of tributes from proto-
industrial producers.®® Generally, it was a hindrance rather than a help for
proto-industry when a feudal lord made an attempt to intervene, particularly
when he organized commodity production on the basis of forced labour.

Wealthy, business-minded peasants, on the other hand, and members of the
village ‘bourgeocisie’ often assumed a strategic function in the proto-
industrialization process. They became the middlemen between domestic
producers and the merchant. They constituted the personnel of the putting-out
system's infrastructure. Qccasionally, they became involved in the finishing of
products, especially in bleaching if they had access to the necessary meadows.
Often they, rather than the large putters-out in the cities, became the true
agents of the industrialization process, They were closer to the production
process and therefore more familiar with its requirements.® But this rural
group of middlemen lacked a field of operations and did not develop where, as
in eastern Westphalia, the quality of the products was controlled through
organizations that were backed up by the community or the government. It
was decisive for the formation of such a group that the agrarian relations should
permit a maximum of social mobility within the rural population, and this
condition was generally fulfilled in western Europe, but not in large parts of
east-central and eastern Europe. The Gutswirtschaft did not promote the
emergence of an economically viable village trade and of rural entrepreneur-
ship. Such groups became established only in areas where the gradual
disintegration of Cutswirischaft and the transition to money rents had brought
down the barriers against social differentiation within the peasantry.®” $till, the
very exceptional position which the peasant-merchants of Andrychdw in Lesser
Poland occupied, or the serf entrepreneurs in Russia like the Grachevs,
Garelins, and Jamanskiis in Ivanovo, can be fully explained only by the
weakness of the urban merchant capital #

The production of an agrarian surplus had been the pre-condition for the
development of the simple market economy of the high Middle Ages. But the
rural industrial region did not depend on this prerequisite in quite the same
way, and that fact constituted one of its characteristic features as well as an
advantage over the town. Since the petty industrial producers usually
continued to have some subsistence base in agriculture, no matter how limited,
and since industrial employment was initially no more than a secondary
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occupation, the acquisition of food did not, at least in theory, present a
problem. The — admittedly unstable - equilibrium between population and
agrarian resources was put into question, however, as soon as the demographic
growth-mechanisms characteristic of proto-industrialization took effect and
population groups developed that were only insufficiently backed up by
agricultural property, or not at all. The agrarian surplus had to be increased if
the further expansion of proto-industrialization was not to find its end in
recurrent food crises.®

It is true that the agrarian producer and the industrial worker — often they
were the same — adjusted to the new situation by adopting more intensive
methods of cultivation as well as new crops. The potato, for example, was
introduced in many industrial regions after the subsistence crisis of 17714, if
not earlier ¢ But that was rarely sufficient to close the gap between supply and
demand. Many proto-industrial regions, especially those with subsistence
agriculture, became dependent on adjacent regions for their basic foodstuffs.®!
A certain inter-regional division of labour became necessary, but if it was to
survive crisis periods, agricultural productivity had to be high enough in order
to generate regular large surpluses. Even in the eighteenth century, this was
true only for a few areas of commercial agriculture in continental Europe.?? The
conclusion therefore seems to be that the level of the forces of production in
agriculture set certain limits to proto-industrialization which could not be
disregarded with impunity. In England, conditions were much more favour-
able. Here the agrarian crisis of the second half of the seventeenth and the first
half of the eighteenth centuries was averted by decisive advances in pro-
ductivity, namely the introduction of convertible husbandry. In the course of
this development, agrarian regions emerged which sharply contrasted with
each other, and proto-industrialization concentrated in those regions which
turned to stock-raising ®® The steadily progressing disintegration of the peasant
economy opened the path for an agrarian production that was entirely market
criented ** Proto-industrialization therefore could expand without being
significantly handicapped by bottlenecks of supply.

Not only did the agrarian sector have to supply food to the proto-industrial
producers, it also had to provide such raw materials and fuels as flax, wool, and
timber. The two tasks were not always compatible. Especially during the
secular growth phases of the European economy they tended to conflict, for the
growth of population implied that land under cereal crops had to be expanded
at the expense of land cultivated with fibrous plants, meadows, pastures, and
forests. This bottleneck was alleviated by the introduction of more intensive
systems of cultivation and the import of raw materials from overseas. The
bottleneck in the supply of fuel was not eliminated until wood was replaced by
coal. Here as in so many other cases, England was ahead of her continental
rivals.®* And once again it can be observed that rural industrial regions became
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dependent on neighbouring regions for their supply of raw materials and semi-
finished products.®

A similar difference between England and the continent, as it has just been
described for the product contributions of the agrarian sector, existed with
regard to direct and indirect market contributions. The crisis of the seventeenth
century brought income reductions for agriculture on the continent, and it
must be assumed that the sale of industrial products suffered as a consequence.
In England, by contrast, the income reductions in the agrarian sector were
more than compensated by advances in productivity.®” Therefore the agrarian
sector’s market demands are unlikely to have fallen much. The agrarian trend
of the eighteenth century did not substantially change this situation. While
agricultural incomes rose on the continent, the size and structure of holdings as
well as the constraints of the feudal system made it impossible for most agrarian
producers to generate much domestic demand for industrial products.®®

In east-central and eastern Europe, the peasant holding had been reduced by
the resurgence of the manorial system based on serf labour, (W. Kula} to a
‘parcelle de subsistence et de reproduction (simple}’, and the market relations
of the peasant population were radically reduced.®® Here, as in many areas of
central and western Europe, the relations of production did not permit the
peasant economy to specialize. In no more than a few favoured regions was
peasant labour power re-allocated to the production of agricultural geods for
the market and pulled out of the production of industrial products for home
consumption. Only where the peasant economy was thus seized and transfor-
med by the social division of labour could it develop an effective demand in the
domestic market.’®® With the disintegration of the peasantry as a social group
the market economy penetrated into the agrarian sector.

The indirect market contributions of the agrarian sector, i.e. the income
effects which it generated in other sectors and which affected their demand,
stood more or less in opposition to the direct market contributions, But here,
too, England occupied a special position, When the seventeenth-century crisis
altered the terms of trade between agrarian and industrial products, purchas-
ing power was released in favour of the secondary sector. But only in England
did the domestic market expand with the opening of the price scissors, for the
gains in purchasing power among the wage earners and petty commodity
producers were not offset by losses in purchasing power among agrarian
producers, asit was the case in France and Germany.'*! To be sure, in England,
too, the boom of agrarian prices exerted pressure on the income of the masses in
the second half of the eighteenth century, but as far as we know, the expansion
of domestic demand was not affected significantly thanks to the rapid increase of
‘medium’ incomes.'®?

The productivity advances of English agriculture not only secured a steadily
growing domestic market for the products of proto-industry, but also contri-
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buted to the stabilization of that market. The intensification of the production
process, i.e. the increasing input of labour and capital, not only improved the
natural quality of the soil, but also made agrarian production less dependent on
the vagaries of nature. The extremes of the harvest cycle became less
pronounced and as a consequence the crises of the ‘type ancien’ (E. Labrousse),
which used to determine the movements of the pre-industrial economy, declined in
severity.

Cirises of the old type were crises of shortage and not of overproduction. They
began with a harvest failure which steeply raised the price of basic foodstufls.
They then moved from the agrarian sector to the industrial sector, because they
redirected that part of the purchasing power normally concentrated on
industrial products to the agrarian sector, where it benefited those few
producers who could bring grain to the market despite the harvest failure, The
drastic decline in the final purchasing power of consumers, brought about by
the surge in subsistence costs, threw the industries into severe hardship. The
‘crise de sous-production agricole’, as Labrousse put it, gave rise to the ‘sous-
consommation de produits industriels’, especially the under-consumption of
textiles, and thus unleashed a ‘crise de surproduction industrielle relative’.'*

The fact that in agrarian societies the harvest cycle functioned as a regulator
of the reproduction process can be explained, on the micro-economic level, by
the large share of total expenses which individual households spent on food; on
the macro-economic level, it can be explained by the large share which the
agrarian sector comprised of the social product. The composition of the
household budget and the social product determined the size of the margin that
was available to counteract a sudden large increase in agrarian prices. If the
share of food expenses and the agrarian product fell, this margin increased and
the vulnerability of the economy declined. Therefore, countries such as
England, where the agrarian sector’s share of the social product declined to less
than 50 per cent in the course of the eighteenth century,'®* were better shielded
against harvest crises than those where agriculture still dominated. England,
thus, had a double advantage : not only did the harvest crises decline in severity,
the reduced importance of the agrarian sector also limited their effect. In the
last analysis both advantages had their origin in the increased preductivity of
English agriculture. The short-term crises of the ‘tvpe ancien’ almost precluded
long-term planning within the industrial sector. Their decline was therefore of
great importance for the development of industry. The possibility to plan the
country’s overall social and economic development improved decisively.

As far as the agrarian sector is concerned, then, the prerequisites for
industrial commodity production in the countryside were much more favour-
able in England than they were on the continent, even though on the continent,
as well, the crises of the old type lost some of their force in the course of the
eighteenth century. Ultimately this divergence has its origin in the relations of
production. Wherever the collective controls of the village were still unbroken
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and where a large part of the agrarian product was siphoned off by feudal lords,
the road toward decisive increases in productivity was blocked.

Proto-industrialization, on the one hand, was kept in check by the rural
relations of producticn and, on the other hand, it acted as a powerful ferment in
the gradual disintegration of those relations, While feudal ties maintained their
strength to varying degrees, relations of dependence that were essentially of a
capitalistic nature arose beside themn in industrial regions.'*® Often it wasonly a
matter of time before merchant capital would shake off the remaining fetters of
fendalism and enforce the formal freedom of labour. Finally, it is likely that
proto-industrial regions, similar to urban agglomerations, stimulated the
intensification of agrarian production not only within such regions but also in
the areas surrounding them.'®® Such intensification, in turn, necessarily
threatened the dominant retations of production.

fc) Conditions in the world market

Domestic demand alone, owing to its low elasticity, could not have launched
proto-industrialization. It had to be assisted and supplemented by the
expanston of foreign demand which, though perhaps not functioning as the
‘engine of growth’, certainly played the role of ‘handmaiden of growth’ (I. B.
Kravis).”®” Under contemporary conditions, the ‘appropriation of foreign
purchasing power’ (W. Hofmann) presented the only possibility of overcoming
the limitation of domestic markets and of increasing the demand for industrial
products.’®® This is true for those countries where agriculture did not
generate income effects during the crisis of the seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries as well as for England. Indeed, precisely this combination between the
relatively well developing domestic demand and the expanding foreign
demand accounted for England’s lead over the other European countries.
Supported by a strong domestic market, England’s industry was better
protected against the vagaries of the foreign markets. In the long run, foreign
demand permitted the expansion of total demand and in the short run, it at
least partially immunized industry against the catastrophic effects of the crises
of the ‘type ancien’. The cyclical contractions of domestic demand, brought
about by harvest failures, lost some of their destructive power in those areas
which exported a large portion of their production. Conversely, short-term
disruptions in foreign trade, which were not subject to economic calculation,
could only be offset by an expansion of domestic demand. Domestic and foreign
demand backed each other up, both inlong-term perspective and in short-term
perspective. Countries which, like England, possessed not only potentially
expandable foreign markets but also a stable and growing domestic market had
all the prerequisites for the rapid progress of proto-industrialization.

But the importance of foreign demand lay not in its supplementary function
alone, When a region was opened up to foreign trade it could escape the
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limitations of the internal market and embark on the utilization of heretofore
idle resources. This vent for surplus set in motion a dynamic process: the
production apparatus adjusted to the new situation; the division of labour
increased and so did productivity ; the money incomes ‘autonomously’ created
by foreign trade stimulated the econemy. In many regions, therefore, foreign
trade was not only the ‘handmaiden’ of proto-industrialization, but, indeed,
its ‘engine of growth’, “The success of the export base has been the determining
factor in the growth rate of regions’ (D. €. North)."*® To be sure, if, instead of a
region, we took for the starting point of our analysis supra-regional unitslike the
western European nation states, it turns out that some industrial regions owed
their economic expansion increasingly to domestic demand.'’® But in either
case, once the proto-industrial phase was reached, economic grawth tended to
assume extensive rather than intensive forms.

Even the earliest regions of rural industry that developed in England and on
the continent heavily depended on expert. Since the middle of the fourteenth
century, English cloth exports had risen extraordinarily at the expense of
exports of raw wool. In the middle of the fourteenth century, only 4 per cent of
the wool exported from England had been processed; cne hundred years later
this was the case for more than 50 per cent and by the middle of the sixteenth
century for 86 per cent. The characteristic feature of English export was a
finished product and no longer a raw material. On the continent, English cloth
became a much desired commodity.!!! South German linen products found
their markets primarily in the Mediterranean countries, Great trading
companies, like the Ravensburger Gesellschafi and the Diesbach-Warte-
Gesellschaft, organized their distribution and became rich.'!2

Proto-industrialization was given its mercantile base in the sixteenth
century. The revival of trade within Europe and the overseas expansion of the
European states converged and reinforced each other. The outline of an
asymmetrically structured world market appeared. The west European core
imposed upon the peripheral regions, which extended from east-central Europe
to America, a division of labour which prevented them from developing
autonomously and which reduced them functionally to a part of the
reproduction process of the west-European economies. The periphery became
limited to the production of raw materials (food and precious metals) involving
the use of servile and slave labour, while the core monopolized the production of
manufactures, using ‘free’ labour, As a consequence of these diametrically
opposed systefhslof labour organization on the periphery and at the core, the
division of labour which developed between them brought forth a relationship
of unequal exchange. In addition te the direct transfer of values through theft
and plundering, as well as through the appropriation of profits, there emerged
an indirect transfer of values because the compensation of the labour contained
in the products that were exchanged was much lower at the periphery than at
the core, and the difference, in so far as it was not offset by lower productivity,
was transferred to the core in the process of exchange.''®



Origins, confext and world-market conditions 35

During the sixteenth century, few of the products manufactured in the
European metropolitan countries found their way overseas, even though the
periphery was gradually gaining importance as a market for industrial goods.
England came to dominate the market for heavy cloth. Her cloth exports
increased by 81 per cent during the first half of the sixteenth century
(1498/1502—-1550/52), then entered a crisis, and stabilized at 110,500 ‘short
cloths’ annually during the last quarter of the century. They lost ground again
since the crisis of 1619-22 which was exacerbated by the Alderman-Cockayne
project. The bulk of exported English cloth went to central Europe and,
increasingly during the second haif of the sixteenth century, the Baltic region as
wel] as the Mediterranean countries. Here, during the seventeenth century, the
‘new draperies’ for the first time replaced the heavy cloth as the staple product
of the English export trade.!'* During the sixieenth century the colonial regions
seem to have been of importance only for the European linen production.''® In
1553 the Spanish Netherlands exported 83,819 pieces of linen cloth to Spain via
Antwerp.''* In 1594, 980,710 ‘varas’ of linen cloth found their way from
Brittany to the West Indies.'”” Rouen confessed in 1601: ‘Les toiles sont les
vrayes mines de ’or et argent en ce royaume parce qu'elles ne s’enlévent que
pour estre transportées au pays d’on ['on apporte de I'or et de Pargent.””'® And
the cloth production of Lille has been shown to correlate with the fluctuations of
the Spanish-America trade.!!®

Trade within Europe was heavily affected by the crisis of the seventeenth
century. The east-central Eurcpean share of international trade declined rapidly.
The Mediterranean countries, which had traditionally been a region of growth,
stagnated or declined.’”® Italy, Portugal, and Spain moved toward the
periphery. The centre of the world economy shifted to north-western Europe,
which was less heavily hit by the crisis. Only since the wrn of the eighteenth
century were there signs of a renewed upswing.!? The fairs of Leipzig became
the focal paint of the west—east trade in central Europe and throug'h these fairs,
west- and central-European textiles found their way to the East.? Beginning
in the 1720s, the passage of ships through the Danish Sound increased
enormously.'” France almost quintupled her trade with the European
countries between the end of the reign of Louis XIV and the Revolution.'?*

Nevertheless, the crisis of the seventeenth century was mitigated by the surge
in the Atlantic trade which — in turn — helped stimuliate the upswing of the
eighteenth century. The Atlantic system, based on unequal exchange and open
violence, had its origins in the sixteenth century, but it became more clearly
delineated during the seventeenth century as plantation economies developed
in Brazil and on the West Indian islands, as well as settler colonies in America.
Woestern and central Europe furnished finished products, means of transpor-
tation, and capital equipment; Africa contributed slaves who were needed on
the labour-intensive plantations of Central America; tropical America contri-
buted tobacco, sugar, and — since the eighteenth century — cotton; North
America furnished timber, cattle, grain, and furs.'?® This market network
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became the most dynamic sector of the world economy which was dominated
by the European core. Other sectors of the world economy were deeply affected.
Russia and Asia, which had stood outside, were drawn into it as peripheral
areas since the eighteenth century and subjected to the reproduction needs of
the core.'?® The world market whose threads converged in Europe became all-
inclusive. It became more difficult for countries outside of Europe henceforth to
develop autonomounsly and according to laws of their own.

The foreign trade of the European core-countries was at first determined by
the re-export of colonial products from the underdeveloped world. In the course
of the eighteenth century, re-exports lost their pride of place to the export of
finished products shipped to America, Africa, and Asia. In 1699-1701, only
16.4 per cent of the English domestic export of finished products went to those
continents; in 1 772—4, the figure had already risen to 55.0 per cent. The export
of English finished products to the European continent, which comprised 81.2
per cent of the country’s total domestic export in 1699—-1701, stagnated because
English cloth had to compete with growing ‘national’ textile industries.!®
France was less advanced than England. In 1787, only 31.5 per cent of her
export of finished products went to colonial areas (1716: [ 1.0 per cent), and
their share of total exports was only 34.2 per cent (1716: 36.8 per cent). But her
foreign trade was growing faster than that of England. Her colonial trade grew
tenfold between 1716 and 1787 alone.'”® Due to her colenial trade, textile
exports, which rapidly lost ground in southern Europe during the 1760s, could
preserve their absolute size; their relative size declined compared with the year
175,128

Almost the entire European linen industry became an appendage te the
Atlantic economy, and the economic indicators of that industry were entirely
determined by the Atlantic system.!*® When in 1787, J. L. P. Hiipeden called
the Hessian linen trade the ‘Hessian Peru and East India’ and said that it was
‘the main channel through which Spanish geold and silver flows into our
coffers’,'” he could have referred with equal justification to the Breton,
Flemish, Westphalian, or Silesian linen trade. Between 1748-9 and 1789-90,
an average of 75.6 per cent of the Silesian linen export went to western Europe
and overseas.'*? In the second half of the eighteenth century, the ‘bretanas’,
mostly produced in the area of the Bishopric of Saint-Brieuc {southwest of
Saint-Mald), found their markets almost exclusively on the other side of the
Atlantic, primarily in Spanish America.’®* The export quota of countries with
proto-industrial regions could be extraordinarily large. During the eighteenth
century, about one third of British industrial production was exported. Between
1695 and 1799, the share (by value} of the English woollen industry that was
exported rose from about 40 to over 67 per cent; in West Riding alone it
amounted to 72.3 per cent. In 1770, about 60 per cent of Irish linen production
was sold abroad {1784 : about 56 per cent). Bohemia, in 1796, exported about
51 per cent of her linen (1797: 43 per cent).!®*
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Proto-industrialization stands between two worlds: the narrow world of the
village and the world of trade that crosses all boundaries, between the agrarian
economy and merchant capitalism, The agrarian sector contributed labour,
commercial and entrepreneurial skill, capital, products, and markets.
Merchant capital opened up foreign markets on whose capacity for expansion
the rural handicrafts depended if they were to enter proto-industrialization.
The dualistic structure of pre-industrial European societies thus became the soil
on which capitalism could grow. Merchant capital, by drawing an essentially
pre-capitalist social formation —namely peasant society —into its sphere,
promoted the process of accumulation and became the pacemaker of the
general acceptance of the market principle. If the process of accumulation was
to continue, merchant capital needed the heretofore unused productive
reservoir of the peasantry, once the urban production capacity had proved too
inelastic. By changing peasant society into a supplier of either industrial or
agricultural products, merchant capital opened it to specialization and created
the precondition for sustained economic growth. The characteristic symbiosis
of merchant capital and peasant society thus marks one of the decisive stations
on the road to industrial capitalism.

This symbiosis was however to develop a dynamic all of its own. Although
new, internal mechanisms of resolution pressed this symbiosis forward, it had its
origin in the processes of accumulation, differentiation and polarization that
had — as has been shown above —taken hold of the agrarian sector; the
symbiosis nonetheless gave rise to new problems which were beyond the
capacity of the system’s potential for self-regulation. The ‘structural hetero-
geneity’ which characterized the relationship between peasant society and
merchant capital was not only perpetuated by the expansion of industrial
commodity production to the countryside; it also increased.'*® The linkages
between both sectors of the economy took on a new quality, but the polarization
between the two sectors remained. The ‘marginal pole™* within peasant
society began to grow more rapidly as new demographic patterns were created
by proto-industrialization and finally reached a scale which had to destroy the
steering mechanisms of the entire system, The point was reached where a new
system of social production and reproduction had to develop new steering
mechanisms which would be adequate to the problem, or else the proto-
industrial system would succumb to involution.



2 % The proto-industrial family economy

1, Household and family in agrarian societies and in the proto-
industrial system. An appreach to the problem

In non-capitalist agrarian societies, the unity of production, consumption, and
generative (i.e. biological) reproduction, which was the charactcristic feature of
the peasant houschold and family, formed the basis of the economic and socio-
political order.! This unity, which characterizes thc ‘ganzes Haus’ {literally:
‘the whole house’, O, Brunner),? remained a central element of the socio-
economic system throughout the phase of proto-industrialization, even though
it was modified by the fact that the family increasingly lost its land and its
agrarian subsistence. As on the peasant farm, the production process in rural
industry was based on the household economy of small producers. Proto-
industrialization was quite literally ‘cortage industry’. But the proto-industrial
and peasant household not only had the same productive forms, but also had in
common the unity of labour, consumption and demographic rcproduction
within the soeial mode of the ‘ganzes Haus’. While thesc features are common to
both types of household, differences between the proto-industrial and the
peasant household result from the fact that they assumed different functions
within the overall socio-economic system.

In the pre-capitalist agrarian societies of Europe, where the peasant economy
was circumscribed by the productive relations of either Grundherrschaft or
Gutsherrschaft, the peasant household and family played a central role in the
process of the ‘social reproduction’ of the relations of preperty and the
conditions of subsistence. The peasant household owed this role to its ownership
of land, or at least to the control it exercised, through the work process, over
land as the principal means of subsistence and production.

Politico-juridical interferences with thc process of production and repro-
duction, as wcll as the forced appropriation of a substantial part of the returns
to peasant labour by ‘powerful outsiders’ ({T. Shanin),* were constituent
clements of the political economy of these societies. In fact, it is precisely here
that the diffcrence lics betwcen them and less developed primitive societies,
where ‘the surpluses are exchanged directly among groups or members of
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groups; peasants, by contrast, are rural cultivators whose surpluses are
transferred to a dominant group of rulers’.?

Still, as Robert Redfield put it: ‘Landlords are not needed to establish the
fact of a peasantry.” The asymmetrical relationship between the lord and the
peasant household meant that a considerable ‘surplus’ went to the holders of
political power in the form of payments in labour, products, or money. Butsuch
‘charges’ did not determine the production process and the distribution and
redistribution of rescurces within the overall society, or even within the peasant
‘part-society’ (A. Kroeber),® to such an extent that they formed the only
mechanism for the regulation of the socio-economic system. Within such
dominant relations of production, the peasant household did not produce,
consume, and reproduce itself in social isolation. A close connection existed
between ‘house’ and ‘land’ which formed the peasant’s ‘family property’, and
its rootedness in the village community of peasant proprietors constituted a
distinct system of rules and regulations, guite ‘autonemous’ in its specific local
and regional forms. It directed the social process of peasant ‘part-societics’ in
such a way that the distribution and redistribution of resources remained tied to
the nexus given by the family cycle, by kinship relations, as well as by marriage
and inheritance strategies.” This process of social reproduction manifested itself
in an interaction between seigneurial controls and the ‘socio-familial regulatory
system’ (W. Schaub) which in the long term tended toward an equilibrium
between the unstable number of labourers and consumers on one hand and the
existing, forever narrow subsistence base on the other.

In proto-industrial regions, this unity of production and the ‘social
reproduction’ of the relations of domination, property, and subsistence
disintegrated. Being simultaneously based on peasant land-ownership and
seigneurial “property’, this unity was internally contradictory. When it came to
an end, the heart of the system died. As the ‘ganzes Haus' of the rural craftsmen
lost its land and consequently its subsistence base, it was not only deprived of'its
rootedness in the traditional ‘familial texture” (P. Laslett)? of the peasant ‘part-
society’, it also came 1o stand outside, or at least on the fringes, of these feudal
relations of production which found different expressions in Guisherrschaft and
Grundherrschaft® The attempt to compensate for the growing insufficiency of
land by increasing the exploitation of the family labour power in domestic
industry had a double effect. It was the decisive factor which brought about the
transition from a smallholder or sub-peasant household to the household that
produced industrial commodities. It thereby generated changes in the internal
structure of the family and in the distribution of roles; and it altered the
function of the household within the total socio-economic system. Even where
rural handicrafts remained tied 1o manorial estates, the function of the
household within the manorial system changed as market relations and money
rents were established. The lord, too, found it advantageous that the small
producers had independent access to the market, though his reasons differed
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from theirs. For under the specific regicnal conditions which determined the
development of rural industries (primarily a relatively ample labour supply
and marginal resources in land which were difficult 10 exploit}, the maximum
increase in the work-effort as well as higher marginal productivity, and
therefore higher rents, were most easily achieved if the relationship of
domination was mediated by the market.'®

In the peasant household the regulation of production and consumption was
primanly geared to its own subsistence and its need to maintain self-
sufficiency.’’ This regulation by no means excluded relationships of ‘limited
exchange’.'? In the ‘ganzes Haus’ of the rural industrial producer this unity of
the producing workshop and the consuming household lostits relative autarky.
Generative reproduction among the landless and land-poor industrial pro-
ducers was no longer tied to the ‘social reproduction’ of a relatively inflexible
rural property structure. Production, consumption, and generative repro-
duction increasingly broke away from their agrarian base. They came to be
entirely determined by the market, but, at the same time, they preserved the
structural and functional connection that was provided by the family. The
social mode of the ‘ganzes Haus’ still formed an effective socio-economic
structural model, after its agrarian subsistence base had largely disappeared.'

For even under these new conditions, the household remained tied to the
structural and functional prerequisites of the traditional ‘family economy’.'* As
the ‘marginal returns’ of the agrarian subsistence economy sank, the small-
holders and sub-peasant groups increasingly took up industrial commodity
production without, however, participating fully in the logic of money earnings
and exchange. It is true that the household economy of the weaver did not
function like a peasant economy in which ‘at bottom every individual
household contains an entire economy, forming as it does an independent centre
of production {manufacture merely the domestic subsidiary labour etc.)’.® But
in many ways the weaver remained a peasant, even though he was more and more
deprived of the foundation of his economic independence.'® This seemingly
paradoxical assertion needs to be explained. The thesis will be developed in the
following sections. Here I will present an outline of the argument.

The attitudes of peasants and rural craftsmen were equally determined by
the system of production, consumption, and generative reproduction within the
‘panzes Haus’. The categories of classic Political Economy!? provide almost no
basis for analysing this system, nor does the Critique of Political Economy do it
complete justice.'" This is true of its historical as much as of a systematic
analysis. From the micro-perspective of sacial history, which must not lose sight
of the macro-historical context,'® the origin, course, and final crisis of industrial
commodity production in the countryside appear to be largely a consequence of
the ‘marginal labour’ and the ‘self-exploitation’ (A. V. Chayanov) of the
traditional peasant family economy during its disintegration.

Especially from this perspective, proto-industrialization manifests itself as a
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transitional phase between pre-capitalist agrarian societies and industrial
capitalism. To be sure, it developed within an overall socio-economic system
which was increasingly determined by market and money relations, as well as
by the capitalistic organization of trade and marketing. But capitalist
exploitation and capitalist attitudes toward profit entered the sphere of
production and reproduction only slowly and incompletely. And it was due to
precisely this ‘backwardness’ that the family economy and its social mode of
organization, the ‘ganzes Haus’ of the rural producer, became an historical force.
A decisive structural element of pre-capitalistic social formations, the family
ecanomy was a condition of historical progress as well as of the contradiction
which was inherent to the system of proto-industrial capitalism with its specific
mode of production and its characteristic relations of production.

2, The model of the ‘family economy’

The central feature of the ‘rationality’ underlying the family economy is the fact
that its productive activity was not governed primarily by the objective of
maximizing profit and achieving a monetary surplus.?® The maximization of
the gross produce rather than the net profit is the goal of family labour. The
close functional connection between production and consumption in the
‘oanzes Haus" means that the returns to family labour are realized as an
indivisible ‘total labour income’ {Chayanov).?! This artitude, which rests on
the structure of the familial relations of production and consumption, precludes
a cost-utility calculaton which separates current ‘income’ from ‘stock and
property’ %

No separation is made between the shares of labour and income that
individual members cantribute ta the family economy, nor are the returns of
agricultural labour seen as distinct from those of industrial labour.?® “The
family economy cannot maximize what it cannot measure.”?* It may indeed use
the chance to make a profit, but in doing so it pursues an economy of ‘limited
goals’* Before it produces a surplus®® — whether extracted by the political
pressure of its superiors or by the process of capitalist exploitation — it will
always strive to satisfy the traditicnal socio-culturally determined needs of
familial subsistence,

The relationship of the domestic producer to the process of production and
consumption is determined by his fundamental interest in the production of use
values. Even when his products enter market and money relations and produce
a “surplus’ for merchant capital, his own relationship to commodity production
and commaodity exchange remains that of a producer of use values. It is
characterized by his interest in consumption, and his productive effort, on the
whole, is geared toward guaranteeing his family’s subsistence rather than
toward earning a surplus through exchange values.* Even under capitalist
relations of production, the family economy remains a pre-capitalist preserve.2®
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Its function within the capitalist process of growth and reproduction is largely
determined by the fact that even under these conditions it behaves like an ‘anti-
surplus system’ (M. Sahlins)?® whose production goals are those of the self-
regulating familial umnit of labour, consumption, and reproduction. This

_situation also exists under restrictive conditions which may be produced by the
pressure of political or seigneurial power, by the determinants of the social
system (kinship and inheritance rules, marriage strategies), by macro-
demographic factors, and especially by the arduousness of the work effort and
the involvement of the family in market relations.

According to the mnternal functional relations of the family economy, the
intensity of production as well as the size of the return to its labour and the level
of consumption are regulated so as to strike a balance between the arduousness
of the work effort?® and the obligation to satisfy family needs. These two sides of
the ‘labour-consumer-balance’ {D. Thorner)*! are interdependent and affect
each other in specific ways. An increase in the subsistence needs of the family
leads to the intensification of the work effort. Subsistence needs tend to grow in
the short or medium term primarily because of ‘demographic differentiation’
(Chayanov),®? i.e. because the process of generative reproduction causes the
number of consumers to increase relative to the number of labourers during the
first phase of the family cycle. The increased work effort, in turn, results in an
increase of the return to the labour expended by each worker and, therefore, of
the family’s total return to labour, but it does not increase the average rcturn
per consumer.

On one hand, the pressure of its needs demands of the family that it should
explait its labour power most severely, but on the other hand, the arduousness
of the work restricts the expenditure of labour power and, inits turn, determines
the degree to which needs are satisfied. The more arduous the work in relation
to the returns, the lower the standard of living at which the family ceases to
increase its work effort. Therefore, when the marginal work effort is increased,
the family’s standard of consumption falls.**

The marginal utility, marginal returns, and the marginal work-effort of the
family economy depend decisively upon the equilibrium between these internal
factors. But this equilibrium does not originate in the subjective preferences of
the family members. Its logic rests on the structural and tunctional nexus of the
‘ganzes Haus’ as a socio-economic formation which organizes production,
generative repreduction, and consumption and combines them into a way of
life that is shared by the family members. The productive effort within the
systemn of the family economy rises and falls according to specific rules which are
not entirely determined by the external cenditions of production, even though
the latter do affect the balance of the internal factors in characteristic ways. As
long as the internal balance has not been achieved, the unfulfilled subsistence
needs strongly push the family to increase its work-effort. On the other hand,
the intensity of the labour of the family economy, and therefore its ‘pro-
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ductivity’, decreases in inverse proportion to the size of the labour force and of
the earning capacity of the production unit** In ‘normal’ cases, this utilization
of labour power may not be much different from what producers experience
when well-developed wage labour and capital relations determine the allo-
cation of resources. The characteristic features of the system, however, become
obvious in limiting cases.*®

A falling return on labour which results from the worsening of the external
conditions of production, like an unfavourable market situation, land fragmen-
tation, or population increase, drives the family to increase its work-effort, This
increase can go beyond what is still profitable under developed wage labour
and capital relations. In the family economy, marginal returns and marginal
productivity are only to a limited extent influenced by ‘outside’ factors. The
decisive factor is the preservation of the family’s subsistence. When the
traditional standard of subsistence is endangered, the ‘self-exploitation’
(Chayanov)® of the family through the labour process can easily exceed the
‘exploitation from outside’ which would be enforced under the relations of
production of an ‘integral capitalism’ (Cl. Meillassoux). However, this does not
prevent the pre-capitalist family economy from becoming a central structural
element in the process of the development and continuous reproduction of
capitalist societies. In fact, it assumes this role precisely because of its disposition
toward ‘self~exploitation’.?

When the subsistence of the familial production-unit is endangered, its
behaviour is not determined primarily by considerations of productivity or by
an interest in the high geerage return to each unit of labour. The family’s main
interest lies in a high ‘stal labour income’ which maximizes its chances of
survival even under adverse conditions. As long as the familial subsistence is not
assured and as long as the possibility of marginal returns exists, the work effort
constitutes an inevitable ‘fixed’ cost factor for the family economy, regardless of
its intensity and its potentially low productivity. This holds true even when the
economic returns would yield a deficit in the framework of a net profit
calculation based on comparable income scales for wage labour and when the
net return calculated on this basis would appear to be below the cost of
production.®®

The reverse side of this self-regulatory function of the family economy’s
‘labour—consumer balance’ shows itself when its earnings are increased by an
improvement in the external conditions of production, for example an upswing
in the economic cycle. Given the rationality of the family economy, this
eliminates the need for an increased work-effort. The labour supply falls, and
additional returns are converted into material, cultural, and ritual con-
sumption.®® These concepts were first developed by the Russian agrarian
economist Alexander Chayanov* and set forth by him in an attempt to
establish a theory of the pre-capitalist “family economy’.*' They may appear
basic and abstract. But their considerable interpretive power is most clearly
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revealed when they are applied to that marginal case of family cconomy which
became predominant during proto-industrialization.

3. The family economy of the rural artisans under
market conditions

-
The peasant household in traditional agrarian societies lived from agriculture
but did not limit itself to agricultural production. The manufacture of
handicraft products for familial consumption and local demand was a
characteristic feature of the *year-round work’ of the ‘ganzes Haus’. Butas long
as such handicraft production was part of a subsistence economy, agriculture
inevitably remained at its foundation. Handicrafi production was the variable
factor in the ensemble of ‘combined agricultural and industrial family
labour’*? Since it was considered as work that ‘filled time’,*® it adapted itself to
the requirements of the agrarian production process. Dctcrmined by the
seasonal rhythm of the harvest ycar, it was mostly done by women and children
during less work-intensive periods.

The production structure of the ‘ganzes Haus’, therefore, contained from the
beginning the possibility of substituting labour-intensive crafi production for
land-intensive agricultural production.** But the peasant household made use
of this ‘possibility’ only when its subsistence was no longer guaranteed by the
sself-exploitation’ (Chayanov) of its labour force in agrarian production alone.

In the development of European agrarian societies, this situation arose in the
course of, or following, the great waves of population expansion. In conjunction
with the ups and downs of the agrarian cycle and assisted by seigncurial and
governmental pressure in the form of rising feudal rents andfor taxes, such
waves of population growth strongty promoted the class differentiation among
the rural population. The class differentiation occurred as a process of
*discontinuous accumulation’ (G. Bois) and ‘peasant expropriation’ and led to
the cmergence of a group of marginal smallholders and sub-peasant pro-
ducers.* The partial integration of these marginal subsistence holdings into the
market and money economy caused the incomes of small agrarian producers to
decline; it drove down returns to agricultural labour below the level where
their fall could be offsct any longer by an increase in the work-cffort. This
integration into the market occurred as a ‘commercialisation forcee’ (W. Kula) .2
The marginal producer, dependent on regular money returns from the sale of
his products, was reduced to the subsistence level not only under the conditions
of a medium- or long-term faf in agricultural prices; the parallel development of
population expansion and rising agrarian prices was also to his disadvantage.
Within the context of the subsistence economy which depended on ‘partial
exchange’, these movements led to a fall n agricultural productivity which
turned potentially advantageous terms of trade against the small producers,
For them rising agrarian prices did not necessarily mean increasing incomes.
Since their marginal productivity was low and production fluctuated, rising
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agrarian prices tended to be a source of indebtedness rather than affording them
the opportunity to accumulate surpluses. The ‘anomaly of the agrarian
markets’ (W. Abel) forced the marginal subsistence producers into an unequal
exchange relationship through the market. They did not benefit from the
market under these conditions; they were devoured by it. Instead of profiting
from exchange, they were forced by the market into the progressive de-
terioration of their cenditions of preduction, i.e. the loss of their property tities,
Especially in years of bad harvests and high prices, the petty producers were
compelled to buy additional grain, and, worse, to go into debt. Then, in good
harvest years when cereal prices were low, they found it hard to extricate
themselves from the previously accumulated debis; owing to the low
productivity of their holdings they couid not produce sufhcient quantities for
sale.t?

When, due to these circumstances, the landless and land-poor agrarian
producers took on labour-intensive industrial commodity production, they
attempted, by earning an additional money income in the market-place, to
close the subsistence gap which resulted from the loss or deficiency of the
decisive production-factor ‘land’. It is true that shifts in the terms of trade in
favour of industrial products and against agrarian products {mastly due to the
expanding demand from overseas) could be a strong stimulant even for non-
marginal producers to make the transition.*® But such shifis in the price
relations were not necessarily the decisive factor that touched off rural
industrial development. Normally it was set off by a structural factor: the
marginal situation of petty agrarian producers under conditions of ‘com-
mercialisation foreee’. Under these conditions their marginal preductivity was
higher in the handicraft sector than in agriculture. The transition to rural
industry, thus, offered a relatively more favourable opportunity to survive. And
it was also supported by the logic of the familial subsistence economy which
submitted to an increased work-effort, even if the return per unit of labour fell,
as long as the disequilibrium between an insufficient agrarian income and the
minimal needs of the family could be held off.

On one hand, this shift of the family labour-force toward industrial
production proved to be a suitable strategy to maintain its subsistence; for if the
family increased its work effort in the industrial sector, it was not exposed to the
dilemma of falling marginal returns in the same measure as in agrarian
production. On the other hand, the market ties which industrial production
required did not offer a lasting guarantee of subsistence either. Cyclical
fluctuations of the economy, especially the unsteady demand for products and
the irregular supply of raw materials, prevented this. But a structural factor was
also of central importance: when the peasant family economy made the
transiticn to industrial preduction, its labour power embaodied in the good that
it produced did not enter, or entered only incompletely, into their valorization
by the market.

Even though the family’s labour produced values which were realized in the
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market, it was not dominated completely by the law of value.®® It still produced
and reproduced itself partially outside the circle of commodity production. The
exchange relationship of the ‘ganzes Haus’ did not necessarily cover the
reproduction cost of the labour power nor the entire cost of production. If its
monetary returns are compared with the wage rates of unskilled labourers, a
deficit often shows up.*® This can be explained by the fact that important parts
of the production and consumption processes, and therefore also of the
reproduction of the labour power, were not completely locked into that
economic circle which rested on commeodity exchange. While they were
essential to industrial commodity production, they did not enter into the
regulation and valorization of production costs by the market. Only under the
conditions of this peculiar ‘dual economy™' of ‘pre-capitalist commodity
production’ {P. Sweezy}** did the producing family in the countryside have a
chance to gain access to the market despite the competition of the guilds. The
family had to produce below the cost of reproducing itself, or at ‘individual
unproductive costs of production’ {Marx}** For the rural producers the
opportunity of access to the market depended on the fact that only part of the
actual production cost was realized in the value of the commaodity and that the
‘cost price’ of their labour power was therefore higher than its actual market
price.

The dualistic structure of the proto-industrial system divided, so to speak, the
‘ganzes Haus’ of the rural preducer. On cne hand, the peasant-artisan
houschold needed industrial commadity production and capitalistically orga-
nized markets in order to maintain its subsistence. On the other hand, the
modes of its production, repraduction and consumption had to be carried outat
least in partin a pre-capitalist context if it wanted to compete successfully in the
commodity markets.3*

Thus, ‘the survival value’ which a money income had for the rural producer
whose subsistence was endangered made possible the emergence of an unequal
exchange relationship. But, what is more, that relationship became in-
stitutionalized due to its being structurally anchored in a pre-capitalist mode of’
production. While the income which the family earned, or rather received in
the form of product prices, depended on (uctuations in the terms of trade, its
size was not completely determined by the mechanisms of commodity
exchange. For the work effort, independent of the fluctuations in the terms of
trade, represented an unavoidable ‘fixed” cost factor — though of variable
size —as long as the familial labour power could not be alternatively
emploved.*®* Whenever in a situation of ‘zero-opportunity-costs’, involuntary
leisure was the only alternative to increased expenditure of labour, the
subjectively perceived cost of an increase in the work effort was almost always
lower than its objectively measured benefit.

The domestic workers were immobile, a fact that resulted from the structural
unity of production, reproduction, and consumption, as well as from the
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partial dependence of the family economy on its agrarian subsistence. This
immobility prevented its full integration into supra-local iabour markets and
thus produced a flexible as well as a cheap labour supply. Comparable wage
labour incomes were invariably higher than the money incomes of proto-
industrial producers. Their differential costs, when they increased their work
effort, always tended toward zero, at least in a ‘survival situation’ where the
family was guided by the need to maintain its subsistence. At the same time, it
was not possible for them to draw a differential benefit from their integration
into the market and trading relationships. For their participation in the market
occurred as a ‘vent for surplus’ {H. Myint),*® i.e. under conditions which
prevented the petty domestic producers from realizing comparative cost
advantages,

Here a man lives more by the work of his hands than the fruits of the earth. When he has
ended a part of his daily work, he goes home and takes up the spindle and distaff. He pulls
the plant from the earth, he soaks it, dries it, beats it, breaks it, takes off the husk, he
hackles the flax, spins it, weaves it, bleaches it, calenders it, he goes to market. This
labour has no end and only on Sundays does he get a moment’s rest. It is bread earned
with sweat and toil. If everything were counted in money, one would find that the net
return falls below zero. Butit would be wrong to take his labour fully into account, for it
mobilizes a capital which does not cost him anything and which, if unused, would be
completely lost for the non-working person. This capital is time. (J. N. v. Schwerz)®”

In this ‘situation of precarious survival’, the owner of property, who satished
part of his needs from the land, still managed to ‘earn’ his subsistence, but the
household which owned no property tended to be forced to produce below the
subsistence level. Only if one understands the specific logic which the family
unit of production had to follow under market conditions, will one be able to
explain a paradox which has often been pronounced as the “curse of cottage
industry’ (K. Biicher}®® but rarely been systematically explained. This paradox
shows up most clearly in the fact that the rural handicraft workshop based on
the domestic system of production continued to exist as a commodity producing
unit of labour even when it barely managed to meet the subsistence needs of its
members,

The disadvantages of the capitalist mode of production, with its dependence of the
producer upon the money-price of his product, coincide . . . with the disadvantages
occasioned by the imperfect development of the capitalist mode of production. The
peasant turns merchant and industrialist without the conditions enabling him to
produce his products as commodities. (Marx)®

The dialectic of this system in which the combined peasant and handicraft
producer could, on one hand, maintain his economic independence in a
subsistence economy — indeed, had to maintain it if the proto-industrial system
was to continue to reproduce itself — but where, on the other hand, ‘a price had
to be paid’ for that independence, becomes particularly clear in the endemic
trend toward indebtedness which was characteristic of the rural producers.
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This indebtedness not only promoted the transition of landless and land-poar
peasant producers to industrial commodity production, but also determined
the course of proto-industrialization itself.

On one hand, owning or leasing a house and land as well as the industrial
means of production was a pre-condition of the rural producers’ production
and subsistence; on the other hand, the holding-on to these pre-conditions,
which was typical of the family economy, implied, by an almost ‘inevitable
law’, the ‘progressive deterioration of conditions of produciion and increased
prices of means of production’ 3 These connections clearly emerge in a number
of regions where the trend toward indebtedness and the acquisition of property
has been more precisely studied and quantitatively charted. As proto-
industrialization progressed, the percentage of house-owners and occupants of
independent holdings among the total population increased. But this is
paralleled by a decrease in the number of large properties as well as by a
deterioration, because of indebtedness, of the average-size properties among
handicraft producers.®' Even though this regional development pattern does
not necessarily apply everywhere f it is highly suggestive. It outlines a basic
secular trend toward increasing indebtedness among small producers which,
during the course of proto-industrialization, developed quite independently of
economic upswings and was accentuated during downswings.

But even more importantly, the regional development pattern shows up the
immediate causes of indebtedness. They lie in the close connection of the
familial mode of production with the ‘ganzes Haus’, which not only served as
the physical place of production but as an encompassing ‘way of life’** The
rural industrial producer, like the peasant producer in traditional agrarian
societies, did not consider the possession or leasing of a house, fields, or the
means of production as actual or potential capital, but as means to guarantee
the familial subsistence. He treated his direct conditions of life and of
production as his ‘property’ in the sense of an essential ‘prerequisite for the
labourer’s ownership of the product of his own labour’® even when the
material foundation of this property no longer offered him a sufficient base and
when, furthermore, the products of his labour had largely lost their direct use
value for him and could be counted toward his subsistence only in so far as they
could assume the form of commodities and be turned into money. The rural
producer’s relationship to property coniinued to count on the traditional
assumption of a unity between current income and stock and property® even
when the economic pre-conditions of this unity no longer existed and when its
original purpose could no longer be achieved through the acquisition of petty
property.

This is the only way to explain the tendency among rural industrial
producers to use their current income for the acquisition of real property,
without having “saved up’, and to risk long-term indebtedness for the sake of a
‘short-term’ interest in acquisition, which was exclusively geared toward
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preserving the domestic subsistence unit. This tendency was condemned as
‘irrational’ by contemporary observers as well as subsequent social scientists,
but within the domestic system of production it appears as completely ‘rational’.
The acceptance of excessive hause and land prices can be explained by this
striving for independence’ {C. H. Bitter}® among the petty industrial
producers, as can the possibility to impose ‘hunger rents’ (P. P. Maslow) for
land, housing, and the means of production on those among them who had no
property — rents, that is, which lay far above average capital rents.®”

‘The cottage tenant, absternious and laborious, is enabled by the industry of
his family to outbid the grazier. They cant [i.e. outbid] each other and give to
land the monstrous price it now bears.®® The logic immanent to domestic
handicraft production under market conditions finally demanded that the
economic ties to the land give way to the ‘prepensity for buying a house or part
of a house in arder to have a stable centre around which work and the family
can revolve’ {W. Troeltsch).” This is what made it possible for the petty
praducers to realize, at least in the short run and if economic conditions were
favourable, their ‘drive for independence’, even though, in the long run, the
subsistence of the familial production unit was endangered precisely because its
ties to the land loosened. “The house is the last of his possessions that a man will
sell. Even if he “doesn’t have a shirt on his back™, he will try to become or to
remain part owner of a house’ (R, Braun).”

A large part of the income of the family economy was consumed by interest
on mortgages for land and real property and by excessive rents. In this fact lies
not only the main element of the ‘individually wrong production costs’ under
which the industrial family had to offer its labour in the market at times of
normal economic conditions. It also became the direct source of new
indebtedness as soon as production and marketing crises reduced the income of
the family economy.”! Furthermore, when the petty producers incurred debzs
and thus locked up their money, this did not mean that they invested their
capital productively. Rather such investments functioned as ‘anticipated rent’
and reduced the amount of capital that the producers might have invested in
the sphere of production. The surplus labour which was necessary to amortize
these debts did not enter into the regulation of product prices through the
market, nor did it enlarge the economic base of reproduction.’? On the
contrary, it functioned as an important impediment to the productive
utilization of potential income in the form of investment capital, and it drove
the family economy into a vicious circle of permanently having to rely on
credit — a circle which it could not leave even when alternative occupational
opportunities arose.’®

This was true not only because the inheritance laws frequently obliged the
heir to assume the considerable debts of his forebears so that the inheritance of a
house, rather than being an assured source of subsistence, became one of the
most frequent sources of indebtedness; it was also true because ‘the habit of
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buying on credit necessarily became wide-spread’ {Troeltsch)’® and increas-
ingly determined production as well as consumption, The lack of capital for the
purchase of raw materials and the means of production contributed as much as
the frequently necessary consumer credit, given by the baker, butcher, or inn-
keeper, to making the ruralindustrial producers dependent on the putter-out or
the usurer. To sum up: the attempt to preserve the independence of the familial
subsistence economy of the combined peasant-handicraft producer under the
conditions of a capitalistically organized marketing system resulted in a
mechanism of immiseration and indebtedness for the producers. This mech-
anism increasingly tore the ‘ganzes Haus’ away from its agrarian base, made
the family dependent on a money income, and forced it to do {unpaid} surplus
labour without, however, in the long run guaranteeing its subsistence.

4. The family economy as a macro-economic factor

The symbiosis between the ‘stone-age economy’ {Marshall Sahlins) and
merchant or putting-out capital, which largely determined the social relations
of production in rural industry, now reveals itself both in its internal dynamic
and in its contradictions if one takes into account the macro-economic effect
which the domestic mode of production had on trade, the organization of
marketing and of the putting-out system. This macro-economic effect consisted
primarily in the fact that the family economy of rural handicraft producers
allowed the trader or putting-out capitalist to realize a specific ‘differential
profit’. This ‘differential profit’ exceeded both the profits that could be gained
under the social relations of productien in the guild system?’? as well as those that
could be gained from comparable wage labour relations in manufactures.”

This paradox cannot be theoretically resolved by resorting to arguments about the
different organic compaositions of capital nor to the laws of supply and demand, nor canit
even be resolved by analysis strictly in terms of surplus-value. This paradox parallels
another, for, according to the logic of capitalism, capital ought to be invested in this
sector of low productivity, where profits resulting from such investment would be
highest. (Cl. Meillassoux)’

The specific mode of preduction and the marginal conditions of reproduction
under which the domestic economy of small producers had to maintain its
subsistence made it possible for the merchant-manufacturer or trader not only to
establish relationships of ‘unequal exchange’, but also to save part of the costs
which would have arisen in the simple reproduction of the labour power under
wage labour relations or under the productive relations of the guild system. As
long as the ‘ganzes Haus’ of the rural industrial producers, due to objective
necessities as well as subjective preferences, had no alternative opportunities to
employ its labour power and as long as the domestic unit therefore remained ‘an
indispensable field of employment’’® the surplus labour which the family
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members had to expend in order to maintain their subsistence did not
necessarily enter into the market price of the product that they produced. The
increased average utilization of the #sf@! familial labour power, which
distinguished rura! industry from agrarian production, as well as from
comparable labour-relations in the guilds and in manufactures, did not find
expression in an increased ‘total labour income’ {Chayanov)’® of the family.
This manifested itself particularly in the labour of women and children. Their
productive effort contributed a necessary share to the family wage®® without
which the subsistence gap could never have been closed, but their labour did
not result in a proportional increase in income. The decisive marginal work
effort of the family therefore remained underpaid. The family did not receive a
wage for its labour power as it did in developed capitalist wage labour
relations; instead, it received a payment for its work effort in the form of the
price of the finished product.®' The larger part of the volume of its increasing
labeur-time fell to the merchant capitalist in the form of extra profit, so to
speak.

Industrial producers who still had a partial agrarian base could survive
under these relations of production even when they offered their labour ‘below
cost’. Landless industrial families, on the other hand, worked under conditions
where the prices of products, but not the value of the labour power, were
equalized through general competition. Therefore, in order to have access to
the market, they had to work for an income which tended to be below the
subsistence threshold ® In order to survive they had to follow a dynamic — a
runway toward ruin (M. Mohl)* — which drove down the family incomes of all
industrial producers and which reduced even the subsistence base of the
property owners; but which increased the profits of the merchant-
manufacturers to the extent that and for as long as international competition
permitted.

Competition permits the capitalist to deduct from the price of labour power that which
the family earns fraom its own little garden or field. The workers are compelied to accept
any piece wages offered to them, because otherwise they would get nothing ar ali and
they could not live from the products of their agriculture alone, and because, on the
other hand, it 1s just this agriculture and lundownership which chains them to the spot
and prevents them from looking around for other employment. . . . The whole profit is
derived from a deduction from normal wages and the whole surplus value can be presented lo the
purchaser. (Fr. Engels)®

Just as was rural cottage industry, so the urban guild crafts were based on the
domestic mode of production regulated by the labour—consumer balance; the
guild economy, like the peasant economy, was founded on the custom of a
‘livelihood’ (W. Sombart}® The earning of a livelihood under these guild
relations of production was tightly controlled. As a consequence the family’s
capacity to exploit its own labour force was limited. Women and children did
not directly participate in production.’®
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1t will be found universally . . . where men have opposed the employment of women and
children by not permitting their own family to work, or where work is such that women
and children cannot perform it, their own wages are kept up to a point equal to the
maintenance of a family. Tailors of London have not only £ept up, but forced up their
wages in this way, though theirs is an occupation better adapted to women than
weaving. (Fr. Place)®™

To the extent that the domestic mode of production was tied to the collective
organization of the guild system, it imposed limits on the expansion of industrial
commodity production by merchant and putting-out capital; such limits were
set by guild regulations. The comparatively high labeur incomes provided
the guild-organized producers with a more adequate livelihood than those in
rural industry; and they also prevented the realization of such high capital
profits from trade and marketing as they could be made on the basis of the
domestic made of preduction in rural industry,

In the competing branches of manufacture, as well, the average profits of
entrepreneurs were lower than those which could be realized in rural industry.
Not only did the entrepreneur have to contribute, in the form of wages, a higher
share to the cost of the simple reproduction of the labour power, but he also had
fixed capital expenditures which were much higher than in rural industry.
These disadvantages most severely limited the possibilities of substituting the
manufacturing mode of production for the domestic and familial mode.®® This,
however, did not exclude the possibility of their complementing each other
within the same industry. Frequently the domestic organization of the primary
stages of the production process was combined with centralized forms of
production in the more cost-intensive finishing and refining stages, when the
product was closer to being sold. But even under these relations of production
more labourers were employed in the domestically organized branches of
production than in centralized manufactures. During the phasc of proto-
industrialization, the former always formed the *broad basis of manufactures’
(Marx).®® “The famishing Lilliputian cottage industry choked off' large
industry’ (K. A. Wittfogel),*® and prevented it from becoming the dominant
form of preduction.

Considered from this viewpoint, the producing family of the rural industrial
lower classes appears simultaneously as the passive object of exploitation by
circulating capital as well as an agent in the growth-process of emerging
capitalism. The family functioned objectively as an internal engine of growth in
the process of proto-industrial expansion precisely because subjectively it
remained tied to the norms and rules of behaviour of the traditional familial
subsistence cconomy. In this perspective, the dominant impulsc in the genesis of
modern capitalism was less the ‘Protestant ethic’ and the labour discipline
subjectively inherent in this ethic and enforced by capitalist wage-labour. The
dominant impulse, rather, scems to have been the ‘infinitely tenacious
resistance . . . of pre-capitalist labour’, anchored in the family economy, which



The proto-industrial family economy 53

Max Weber " himself a descendent of a family of linen merchants,*? completely
pushed to the edge of his consciousness.”* Even though the family economy of
rural producers could and would not realize capital ‘for itself”, it made it
possible for merchant-manufacturers or capitalists to profit ‘through it’ from a
special relation of capital in which the family economy largely bore the risks
and costs of fixed capital without deriving any of its benefit. “The emplover in
cottage industry, the merchant-manufacturer, has no fixed capital. The cottage
workers are his machines, He can leave them uncmployed whenever he wants
without losing a penny’ (K. Biicher) ™

Rural industry was therefore the driving force within the growth-process of
the proto-industrial system precisely because of this ‘differential profit” which
resulted from the conditions under which the family economy operated. The
history of modern capitalism in its first, proto-industrial phase cannot be
separated from the specific function which the ‘ganzes Haus’ of the small
peasant household carried out in the final crucial stage of its own development
which was also the period of its death struggle. For the proto-industrial relations
of production contained, within their structural foundations, important
contradictions. These prevented their continuously expanding reproduction and
thereby became a decisive cause of the transition to industrial capitalism, once
the proto-industrial system had reached an advanced stage,

The symbiotic relationship between the rural industrial family economy and
merchant or putting-out capital appears to be a configuration characteristic of
‘transitional modes of production’®® It was based en a relationship of
dependence in which the growing capitalization of the sphere of production
did not necessarily correspond with the destruction of the pre-capitalist base.
The continuous transfer of values from the domestic to the capitalist sector did
not result from the destruction but rather from the conservation of the family
mode of production. The structural importance of the family economy,
therefore, lies precisely in the fact that ‘the independent and predominant
development of capital as merchant’s capital is tantamount to the non-
subjection of production to capital, and hence to capital developing on the basis
of'an alien social mode of production which is also independent of it {Marx) %°
The mode of preduction of rural industry thus acquired its characteristic
features through its anchorage in the familial work-process. The domestic
producer exercised a considerable degree of control over the production process
even as the raw materials and finished products, as well as his land, house, and
means of production increasingly became the property of the merchant or
putting-out capitalist. In proto-industrialization, the accumulation of capital
did not extend the control of the merchant capitalist over the production
process; in most cases it only increased his control over the product® The
resulting contradiction between the social mode of production and a capitalist
modc of appropriation®® manifested itself symbolically in endemic theft among
the rural handicraft producers. Even under capitalist relations of property, the
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domestic worker continued to regard the objective conditions and the products
of his labour as his ‘property’.®

Structurally, i.e. on the level of the social relations of production, this
contradiction manifested itsell’ in inertia regarding innovations and in a
disproportionate rise in transaction costs.'®® The ‘difficulty of motivating the
spatially dispersed workers to follow the advances in techniques and fashion,
according to the demands of the market’ was the ‘Achilles heel of the putting-
out system’ (Troeltsch).’® This inflexibility of the social relations of pro-
duction, caused by the spatial dispersion of the production units as well as by
the control of the domestic producers over the work process, corresponded with
the interests of the merchant capitalist who aspired to profiting mostly from
gainsin the sphere of circulation of his capital and therefore tended to stay away
from ihe sphere of preduction as long as he could market the products at a
reasonable profiz. But the contradiction of this social system of production
became particularly apparent in favourable conjunctural situations when the
merchant capitalist could potentially make maximum profits. The con-
tradiction arose from the fact that the family modc of production was opposed
to productivity increases and to the production of a surplus. For when the
demand for labour and the family income rose, the labour—consumer balance
of the ‘ganzes Haus” had the effect of reducing the productive work effort and of
partially replacing it by consumpticn and leisure. A declining supply of labour
set in precisely at the moment when merchant and putting-out capitalists
needed additional labour in order to expand their production and maximize
their profits.!?? In the long run, this contradiction could not be reconciled with
the dynamic of reproduction and expansion of the proto-industrial system. It
led the system either beyond itself lo industrial capitalism or caused it to retreat
into de-industrialization,

5. Household formation and family siructure as elements of the
process of production and reproduction

The nuclear family without servants was the predominant type of household in
rural cottage industry.!®® This scarcely distinguished the proto-industrial
househaold from other rural groups during the period of the disintegration of
pcasant socicty. It formed, rather, the common feature of the sub-peasant and
land-poor classes.!”* Nevertheless, the average household size of the rural
cottage workers was significantly higher than that of farm workers.!** Previous
analyses have shown that the decisive factor for larger houschold size was a
greater number of co-residing children.'™ This does not appear to be the resull
of a higher level of legitimate fertility among cottage workers’ families. Nor docs
a reduced level of infant mortality seem to have been a factor.!”” Instead the
higher number of children is to be traced to the earlier age ol marriage and
possibly to an altered pattern of age-specific mobility in proto-industrial re-
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gions. R. Schofield, D. Levine, and L. Berkner'®™® have demonstrated that the
traditional status of servanthood as an age-specific precursor to adulthood
amongst peasant populations largely lost its significance among the rural
cottage workers. Children of rural cottage workers remained longer in their
parents’ house, and, nevertheless, married carlier than the members of peasant
or sub-pcasant classcs. ‘A family has a better bottom than lormerly : residence is
morc assured and familics arc more numerous as increase of industry keeps
them more together.™® For the children of weavers, spinners, and knitters, the
work within their family of origin frequently took the place of work as servants
in other households. But this alternative was not the result of free choice. Child
labour, which both in its intensity and its duration went far beyond the
corresponding labour of peasant households, was a vital necessity for the rural
cottage workers' families.!’®

The extent to which the material existence of the proto-industrial family
depended on child labour as the *capital of the poor man’ becomes clear in those
cascs in which children made no direct contribution to the ‘working income’ of
the family. In case they lefl the house, children frequently were ‘let out’ as
already trained workers, or they remained bound to the family by having to
make regular payments to it.'!

The longer residence of the youth in their parents’ house and the relatively
low age at marriage resulted in a higher average household size among rural
artisans. However, family structures did not follow the pattern of the larger
peasant stem families. That is, the more compelling integration of the child into
the family work force, the prolonged period of his or her socialization in the
parents’ home, and his or her early marriage did not bring about a closer
connection between the generations in the sense of providing a stimulus to form
large, three-generational houscholds, On the contrary, the increasing dissolu-
tion of the agrarian basis and the transition to the proto-industrial mode of
production under market conditions rendered ineffective the very mechanisms
which governed household and family formation ameong land-owning peasants,

Among peasant populations, the necessary connection between household
formation and resourccs, which were principally scarce and which could be
acquired only by inheritance, was the decisive structural determinant. It
enforced restrictive marriage patterns''? as well as the co-residence of the
generations in the ‘ganzes Haus’'® The iron ‘chain of reproduction and
mnheritance’ {Ch. Tilly and R. Tilly}'"'* functioned as a system of ‘reproduction
and patriarchal domination’. By centrolling access to land as the only basic
source of subsistence the older generation controlled not only the pre-conditions
of family formation on the part of the younger gencration, but through
inheritance it also controlled the structural extension of the family beyond the
individual [amily cycle.!'*

Houschold forination and fainily structure of the cottage workers, on the
other hand, grew out of fundamentally different pre-conditions. Inherited
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property as the ‘tangible’ determinant of household formation and family
structurc receded in the face of the overwhelming importance of the family asa
unit of labeur. The foundation and continuing existence of the family as a unit
of production and consumption was no longer necessarily tied 1o the
transmission of property through inheritance. It was replaced by the possibility
of founding a family primarily as a unit of labour, This reduced not only the
parents’ control over the marital relations of the young, but it also loosened the
structural connection between the gencrations, in so far as it had been
guaranteed by property inheritance and patriarchal domination. It is true that
the parents were more dependent on the labour of their children, but they
posscssed no sanctions against adolescent children who wanted to leave the
house and found a nuclear family unit. Marriage and family formation slipped
beyond the grasp of patriarchal domination; they werc no longer ‘tangibly’
determined by property relationships, but they did not lose their ‘material’
foundation in the process of production,''®

The ‘beggars’ marriages’ between partners without a considerable dowry or
inheritance,i.e. between ‘people who can join together two spinning wheels but
no beds)''? were frequently criticized by contemporaries, and constitute
evidence for the new conditions shaping household and family formation. They
were based on the increasing exploitation of the tofaf family labour force. As
Martine Segalen has demonstrated, the extraordinarily high rate of occu-
pational endogamy among weavers''® in developed proto-industrial regions
shows that household formation among rural artisans depended decisively on
the highest possible work capacity of besk marriage partners. A woman’s ability
to work as an artisan, demonstrated before marriage, determined her value asa
marriage partner even more than her background as indicated by her father’s
occupation, property or social status.''® *The better the weaving maids can
weave, the better able they arc to find a husband® (J. N. v. Schwerz).'* The
new objective conditions of exploiting the family labour of rural cottage
industry required the choice of marriage partners who possessed technical skills.
In this way, these objective factors allowed, subjectively, a more individualized
sclection of partners, and they were also responsible for the relatively low
marriage-age among ruralindustral producers, They demanded the formation
of a new family economy as early as possible in the life cycle of young men and
women.'?' Maximum income opportunities were based on the maximum work
capacity of both marriage partners, which reached its optimum at a compara-
tively early age.

This not only eliminated the conditions which had restricted the formation of
new households among full peasants. The rural industrial family\ mode of
production created new preconditions of household formartion which were
determined by market conditions on one hand and by the poverty of the rural
producers on the other. These conditions shaped not only the process of family
formation among the rural industrial class, but they were also the chief factor
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which determined family structure because they governed the entire life-
cycle of the family.'?

The constitution of the family cconomy primarily as a unit of labour had
specific demographic consequences as well. The pressure for the maximal
utilization of the family workforce brought about not only an early age at
marriage and the tcamwork of husband and wife; it also favoured a form of
reproductive behaviour which, by ‘producing’ a maximal number of child
labourers, raised the productive capacity of the family — and thereby its
survival chances — beyond the critical threshold of poverty where the family
often began its existence. Therefore it may be said that the demographic-
economic paradox of proto-industrial systems'* appears above all to be a
consequence of the mode of production based on the family economy.
‘Women’s earnings set a premium on carly marriage, while the employment
available for children encouraged large families and increased the supply of
labour out of all proportion to the demand of the trade.”** The imbalance,
typical of proto-industrialization, between a fluctuating process of economic
growth and a relatively constant process of demographic expansion rested on a
central paradox of the social relations of production: precisely those people
produced large numbers of children who were least capable of rearing them due
to their material conditions and inherited possessions. This paradox can only be
explaincd by the specific conditions of exploitation to which the entire family
labour-force was subjected in protc-industrialization.'”® The drive toward
carly marriage and intensive reproduction tended to be independent — within
certain boundaries — of the conjuncturally determined demand for labour.
Even under worsening cconomic conditions, a retreat to a restrictive traditional
marriage pattern, characteristic of peasants, and a corresponding mode of
reproductive behaviour was no viable altcrnative for the rural artisans. For the
adult proto-industrial worker, an existence separate from the family context
was not possible. Especially under worsening ‘material conditions of repro-
duction’, he was increasingly dependent upon the ‘cooperation’ of his entire
family. ‘No single-handed man can live; he must have a whole family at work,
because a single-handed man is so badly paid he can scarcely provide the
necessaries of life. . . Assoon as they [the children} are big enough to handle an
awl, they are obliged to come downstairs and work.” (A domestic industrial
shoemaker from Northampton.)'?

The specific pattern of generative reproduction followed by industrial
workers, which affected their household struciure, family size, and work
relations, was not cnly an exogenous variable dependent on the ‘external
conditions of reproducticn’; it also acted as an endogenous variable shaping the
family life cycle from within.'?”” Functional and structural configurations of the
working family were influenced by the reproductive process ahove all because
that process determined the ‘dependency ratio’ throughout the various phases
of the family cycle. The equilibrium between workers and consumers that
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existed at the founding stage of the family was endangered by the repreduction
process before it was again brought inte balance. Before children could
contribute te the household economy, they both bindered its productive
capacity and increased its consumption. Successive births reduced the mother’s
ability to participate in family labour and thereby narrowed the margin of
survival for bath parents. It was precisely this temporal disjunction between
production and reproduction within the proto-industrial family which often
trapped it between the Seylla of ‘primary misery’ (arising from the conditions of
the proto-industrial system} and the Charyhdis of “secondary poverty’ (brought
on by the family life-cycle).

In bad times the longest working day does not suffice; the weavers who have between
two and four dependent children fall heavily in debt and must regularly resort to poor
relief. Only when two or three children sit at the loom can debts be repaid and savings be
made. If the brothers and sisters remain within the family and conduct an orderly
economy, a period is reached when savings are possible. It is obvious how important it is
to the parents to make their children work as early as possible, for they will not remain
with them long. The sons often marry at twenty-twao to twenty-three, the daughters at
eighteen to nineteen; both leave their parents and surrender them and their younger
brothers and sisters to renewed destitution. With the birth of children, the parents become poor ;
with their maturation, they become rich; and with their marriage, they fall back into poverty. (A.
Thun)'#

This dilemma of the family cycle became particularly acute under bad
conjunctural conditions. Nevertheless, rural industrial producers were expoesed
to the ambivalent effects of the repraoductive process not only under marginal
conditions of income. The independent, intra-familial dynamic of ‘de-
mographic differentiation’ (A. V. Chayanov) manifested itself precisely in
those cases where small- and medium-size peasant households had not vet
hecome proto-industrialized on a permanent basis. In such cases, the pressure of
the reproductive process could turn peasants into temporary rural artisans. A
small- and mecdium-size household took on temporary industrial employment
during these critical phases of its family life cycle when, owing to a large number
of children, its subsistence could not be assurcd on the basis of agrarian
production alone.'®

The structural character of the dilemma to which the rural artisans were
exposed under the marginal conditions of their existence — endangered as they
were by thcir limited familial preduction capacity and an increased con-
sumption brought about by their ‘internal reproduction’ — shows up above all
in the formation of extended households. Such extended families may be seen as
an attempt te countcrbalance both the ‘primary misery” caused by the social
relations of production and the ‘secondary poverty’ generated by the family
cycle in the absence of developed forms of trade-union organization and the
incapacity to carry on an effective wage struggle.

Complex household forms extending beyond the nuclear family occurred
occasionally among propertied preto-industrial producers. Depending eon the
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kind of product, the siage of production, and the conditions of ownership,
households with servants and apprentices were to be found more or less
frequently. Such houscholds sometimes belonged te traditienal rural
craftsmen'® — some of them organized in guilds — or to small entrepreneurs
who owned landed property and were simultancously engaged in the
production and distributicn of industrial goods.!?! A third important group
were the proto-industrial ‘kulaks’.'*? The lines of demarcation betwecn thesc
extended household forms and yet another special type of rural work- and
living-unil were blurred ; in this special type, sub-peasant satellite households of
industrial producers were grouped around a full-peasant farm as temporary
tenanis, providing the farm with seasonal labour and simultaneously serving as,
so to speak, a proto-indusirial buffer against seasonal fluctuations in the de-
mand for labour power.'*® These houscholds and settlement patterns should
be considered as variants or mutations of the substantial farmer’s or peasant’s
family. They must be distinguished from the main type of extended family 1o be
found among the landless and land-poor proto-industria! producers.

This main type usually recruited its members above all from the closer circle
of relatives or from a reservoir of non-related, paying or working lodgers.!®
Formally, therefore, its structure resembled that of the cxtended houschold of
the full peasant classes. But the two types of ‘extended famiiy' differed
fundamentally in their material, legal, and institutional determinants. Among
the rural industrial workers the cxtended family aresc as a result of pauper-
ization, of increasing population pressure, of limited and congested living-
condiiions, and especially as a result of the sccondary poverty engendered by
the family life-cycle. The classic stem-family, by contrast, was formed
essentially to preserve the peasant family property,'?®

Viewed from a comparative perspective, the extended family of the rural
artisans was much more the forerunner of the proletarian houschold'3® than a
variation of the peasant stem-family. Unlike the full peasant househald, it did
not function as an insirument for the preservation of property or for assuring ihe
well-being and the carc of the aged; it rather functioned as a private means to
redistribute the poverty of the nuclear family by way of the family-and-kinship
system. Such a situation of need could arise either temporarily during the
critical stage of the family cycle or it could become a permanent condition of
existence for the proto-industrial family, as was the case during the final stage of
the prolo-industrial sysiem, i.e. the period of so-called de-industrialization.

The sparse data which have been made available so far indicate that even
during the expansion periced of rural industry in the eighteenth century, the
classic three-generation stem-family, consisting of grandparents, parents, and
children, no longer oceurred to a significant extent.'¥? The family-and-kinship
system integraled its members in other ways. Nuclear family houscholds which
contained widows, unmarried sisters or brothers, nieces and nephews of the
married couple occurred fairly frequently.
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The conditions under which married couples co-resided in other households
and then ceased 1o do so point toward the causes of the formation of such
extended families: married couples who lived in another household — whether as
relatives or lodgers — left it after the birth of their children began the process of
‘demographic differentiation’.'*® Within their familial subsystem, the ratio of
labourers to consumers worsened, Since the number of mouths to be fed
increased and the family became poorer, the conditions which had originally
favoured the co-residence of a young couple in their ‘host’s' house ceased to
exist. For the host, his ‘guests’ counied above all as labourers or paying boarders
who reduced the burdens and economic risks of his own family.

Extended household formations among rural artisans, therefore, aimed
primarily at counteracting an unfavourable ratio of labourers and consumers.
By having recourse to the kinship system or by recruiting lodgers, a partial
substitute was created for those functions which had been fulfilled by servanisin
the traditional peasant households. Extended households seem to have been
produced by primary misery and secondary poverty, But the conditions
underlying their formation were fundamenially different from those that
underlay the formation of extended peasant families, where property was a
decisive precondition of family extension: here the care of the aged and other
relatives was tied to family property and patriarchal domination, and so was
the recruitment of servants, even though servanis also functioned 1o maintain
the evenness and regularity of production throughout the family life cycle.

However, the structural conditions and conseguences of the specific con-
neclion between production and reproduction by which ithe proto-indusirial
family was formed, are only incompletely revealed by the changes in the
composition of the domestic group. Marginal conditions of existence normally
heavily restricled the possibilities of engineering the survival of the family
within this context. The proto-industrial family was by no means as free as the
peasant household in its decisions to recruit additional members into its labour
force. The adaptation of the household to early marriage and high fertility,
required by proto-industrialization, entailed above all a change in the
organization of work within the nuclear family unit itself. The far-ranging
effects of this ‘inner structural change’ {R. Braun},'” which occurred in the
organization of work, manifested themselves in the transtormation of the
division of labour between the sexes, of the configuration of roles within the
family, and of social character of the whole family.

This ‘inner structural change’ was more than a process of ‘structural
differentiation’ (N. J. Smelser} and ‘role segmentation’ —it was not just a
prelude to the disinlegration of the ‘ganzes Haus’.'** The history of the proto-
industrial family economy forms part of the long post-hisiory of peasant society,
just as it is a part of the pre-history of industrial capitalism, Its historical
sighificance, cven if scen from the perspective of the history of a status-specific
family type, cannet be reduced to that of an initial stage in the secular ‘loss of
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function’ (T. Parsons)'*" of the family, which is so often shortsightedly
considered to be an immediate consequence of urbanization and industrializ-
ation and has been formally defined as the ‘differentiation of occupational roles
from the context of kinship structure’ (T. Parsons).’*? To be sure, the proto-
industrial family was drawn into the process of increasing social division of
labour. On the level of the family unit, this led to a loss of individual functions of
production and therefore 1o the specialization of the productive unit as a whole.
As a structural unit of work, however, the family economy during proto-
industrialization was very cohesive indeed and was not threatened by
disintegration. On the contrary, the necessity to work rogether under adverse
conditions called forth a higher degree of functional integration and therechy
also of structural cohesion than was necessary in the peasant family. ‘In case of
emergency, one man may be recruited from two or three peasant families to
pratect the fatherland, and no harm to agricultural preduction would be done.
This is hardly possible for families who weave woollen cloth. Their manufac-
tures are like a machine consisting of many wheels which must not be touched’
(J. P. Stissmilch).'*?

Even though the internal organization of family labour had to undergo
substantial changes during proto-industrialization, and though these changes
in the very foundation of wark affected the role configurations and the role
relations of the family members outside the immediate work process, they all
took place within the framework of the ‘ganzes Haus'. In fact, the restrictive
conditions under which the family economy had to insure its survival
necessitated a ‘maximum . . . of familial cooperation’ (K. Hausen).'** This was
achieved by optimally distributing and balancing the scarce labour power of
the individual family members. Under certain market conditions and within
certain industries this could go so far as to erase the traditional division of labour
between the sexes and age groups. The domestic produciion process of the rural
industrial workers was thus characterized by a greater flexibility in the role
responsibilities of the family members than was customary among peasants,
including smallholders and sub-peasant classes. Particularly noteworthy is the
absence of the separation of work between men and women, as it was common,
though not rigidly adhered to, in peasant houscholds, Here, the men, as a rule,
worked out of doors in the fields, while the women were occupied with
‘housekeeping’, which included making handicraft products for the personal
needs of the family, cultivating the garden, dairying, caring for the smaller
livestock, and marketing the surplus produce of the household.'*® Even when
this sex-specific division of labour largely disappeared, as it did from the
households of those small peasants and sub-peasants who continued 10 be
mostly employed in agriculture, the men ~ whether they were day-labourers,
migrant labourers, or cottagers — nevertheless remained excluded from domes-
tic cottage production. The sphere of women’s labour, on the other hand,
expanded in this class and became increasingly important. Whether the woman
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hecame active as a spinner, engaging in the production of commaodities for the
market, or whether she increased the marginal returns from petty agrarian
production by intensive cultivation and by tending the livestock on the
common fields, it was often her activity that assured the vital margin of
subsistence in the family economy.'*® ‘A woman cannot get her living honestly
with spinning on the distaff, but it stoppeth the gap.”*

The proto-industrial household continued this sub-peasant pattern and at
the same time changed it by making the man, so-to-speak, return to the
houschold. In the textile trades at least he moved into a work situation which
had been tradidonally pre-formed by women. But as long as the partial
agrarian basis remained intact, he did not entirely give up his labour outside the
house.*® In this historical sense, it seems justified to describe women as the
‘vanguard of the peasant household industries” (K. Wittfogel].'** This holds
truc especially in those places where domestic industry was carried on in
conjuniction with a partial agrarian basc. Gencerally, however, the proto-
industrial situation was characterized by a strong degree of assimilation
between the production functions of men and women. Women as cutlers,
nailmakers,'* and as erganizers of the marketing of industrial products'®! were
as common as men in the roles of spinners'®? and lace makers.'** Occasionally,
this adaptation of the organization of familial work to the conditions of survival
went even further. It could lead to the reversal of traditional roles: where the
necessities of production compelled women to neglect household ‘duties’,'™* this
loss of function’ could be compensated by the men’s assuming traditional
women’s roles. 'F'o observers from the middle and upper social strata, such
behaviour all too quickly appeared as a reversal of the ‘natural order’, but it
posed no role problem for weavers and even less for specialized households of
spinners. It was here that ‘men . . . cook, sweep, and milk the cows, in order
never to disturb the good diligent wife in her work® (J. N. v. Schwerz).'®*

The distribution of family labour without regard for sex and age group
determined the bchaviour of family members cven outside the sphere of
production. Social behaviour, cspecially consumption and sexual relations and
attitudes, was also influenced by the waysin which men and women cooperated
in their work and the external constraints upon this cooperation. As ‘role-
specific functions’, the forms of social behaviour were not split off from the work
process, even when, in their symbolic, socio-cultural ‘meaning’ they could not
be reduced to simple expressions or ‘extensions’ of that process.’™

Although precise investigations are lacking, there are indications that among
rural artisans the role behaviour of the sexes in consumption was by no means
constantly tied to a separation of labour in which men would function as
privileged consumers, ‘symbolizing the role of the chief breadwinner” (N. J,
Smelser), and were thus entrusted with status consumption in public, whereas
women would be restricted to housekeeping, to caring and to preparing the
necessities of life.'* As a matter of fact, status consumption came to symbolize
the ‘egalitarian’ role of both sexcs. This was truc at home as well as in the wider
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comrmunity, The ‘plebeian sociability’ of rural artisans gave frequent oppor-
tunity to both sexes to articulate their needs by drinking and smoking
together.'*® The similarity of their interests and behaviour manifested itself not
only in passive consumption but also in the active defense of traditional norms
of subsistence.'*® Women were publicly involved in food riots and actions
against excessive price rises. Very often it was the women who were ‘more
disposed to be mutinous; . . . in all public tumults they are foremost in violence
and ferocity’ (R. Southey).'®® Even in direct sexual encounters, the new
conditions of production led to changing social texture. Political and patriarchal
contrals were loosened owing to the declining importance of property and
inheritance as pre-conditions of family formation. This resulted in a more
individual selection of partners and increased the freedom to form a family,
which, in turn, produced a gradual ‘transformation of the world of erotic
feclings’ {R. Braun).'s! Still, the choice ofmarriagc partners and the initiaticn
of marriage and sexual behaviour continued to be grounded in the work
process. The individualization and personalization of the relationship between
husband and wife arose from the very necessities of domestic production. As the
agrarian basis was lost, the survival of the family economy no longer depended
on the transmission of inherited property, but on the ‘capital of the working
power of both partners’ {M. Segalen) and on the continuous regeneration of that
capital through the process of generative reproduction. Erotic expression,
however, was not confined to a separate sphere distinct from the work process,
but was bound in a specific way to houschold production itself.'#?

Where people of both sexes are always together in the warmth of the same room and
where they . . . carry out work that occupies their heads and their hearts so little’, they
spend their time in idle intercourse, “which is commonly concerned with gluttony and
lust, with fraud and theft’ and those who have ‘the dirtiestideas imagine themselves to be
the heroes and are regarded as such by the others.™®3

Not only at the symbolic level did the enlarged significance of sexuality in the
everyday life of the rural industrial workers change the position of the sexes and
age groups to each other. Itled both to a lower age of sexual activity'®* and to
increasing similarities in the sexual behaviour patterns of men and women. The
‘immorality’ and ‘shamcless frecdom of the sexes’, which middle-class chservers
noted about the rural artisans and which contrasted with the behaviour of
peasants,'®® was primarily a criticism of sex-specific role behaviour. Applying
their own behavioural standards, the upper classes considered the similarity in
the behaviour of men and women as reflecting an unbalanced relationship:

Among these classes of men, the male sex is the reserved one and the women are disposed
to go a-woging . . . The common maid understands the art of coquetry in its various
forms just as well as the lady; she discloses her breasts without shame as well as certain
other enticing parts of her body, but just half way, because she knows that that is more
alluring than if she did it all the way. If the young man continues to resist, she spurs his
senses on with liquor, and ifhe doesn’t respond to her invitation to her bed, she visits him
in his. The usual plot of the romantic novel is thus reversed. {J. M. Schwager)!*
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6. Plebeian culture and the proto-industrial family economy:
articulation of needs and patterns of consumption

Even during the growth phasc of proto-industry contemporaries considered the
rural industrial producers to live in ‘indigence’. Although ‘different from
complete poverty’, this indigence meant that

despite hard work the means are often lacking for the necessities of life, let alone its
comforts. There are never any savings and shortages exist everywhere. One can only
earn one's barest necessities through the work of one’s hands and live from hand to
mouth, so to speak . . . This condition is directly opposed to that of comfortable wealth,
since one does not save a penny and does not even earn one’s subsistence in spite of much
toil and pain . . . Most of our craftsmen nowadays are in this condition of indigence. And
this 1s why few of them rise to any position of comfort, much less wealth. {G. H.
Zincke)'®’

But although the rural handicraft producers largely lacked the ‘means for a
comfortable life’, their ‘way of life’ (Lebenshaltung) was not reduced to the
mere physical reproduction of their existence.'*® The ‘indigence’ of their
material existence did not imply a lack of wants and needs or the inability to
develop and articulate needs beyond the mere satisfaction of the needs of
physical subsistence. On the contrary, the rural industrial producers defended
their specific socio-cuitural way of life with great vigour against the oppressions
and denials which the proto-industrial relations of production impesed on
them. They might even risk their physical survival in its defence. They
articulated such needs in interaction rituals on feast days, at festivals and
games, at athlelic amusemenis and competitions, as well as by shaping the
conditions of work and ‘free time’ in such a way as to gain leisure rather than
money. Especially as consumers they exhibited certain characteristics: they
developed new consumer habits, but they also defended the traditional
consumplion standards when they were threatened, and in doing so they did
not shrink from violence or criminal action.

When the idleness and dissipation of rural industrial producers were
criticized by contemporaries, as it often was by merchants, putters-out, clerics,
doclors, government officials and journalists,'® their disapproval turns out to
be above all a convenient device of the mercantilist policy of discipline and
superviston. It served to justify low wages and the enforcement of poverty as the
supposedly only incentive toward diligence and asceticism.'™ ‘A worker who
earns too much is rarely a good worker.”!”* But this criticism was hot entirely
ideological, for it pointed — though in negative terms- toward a central
element in the rural industrial producers’ way of life. The specific combination
of work and satisfaction of needs which they iried to achieve under the
conditions of proto-industrial capitalism followed rules that differed from those
of a rigorous work-discipline and the maximal commercial exploitation of their
labour power. The rural artisans did not take it for granied that ‘time is without
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any doubt the largest capital which nature has loaned to man and which melts

away underneath his hands if he does not make use of it every moment’

(J.N. v. Schwerz).)”? To the contrary, they offered ‘an extremely tenacious

resistance’ (as even Max Weber conceded) to a ‘work ethos’ which endeav-
oured rigorously to subject the satisfaction and articulation of their needs to’
the demands of hard work and frugality and a correspondingly strict ‘police’.!*

Their resistance was not confined to the realm of nesms. Precisely because the

producers’ resistance was ‘anchored in their everyday behaviour,™™ it per-

sistently took on practical forms. ‘Many who can work don’t want to do so.

They prefer to be lazy, imitate their masters and indulge in idleness, or they

rudely turn to drinking, gambling and get tied up with other things which they

do not understand, or, even when they do understand them, they are kept away

from their main occupation by them’ (G. H. Zincke}.'?*

Often the rural handicraft producers showed a tendency toward ‘voluntary
underemployment’ (I, C. Coleman).'”® It resulted from the persistence of an
economy where production was dominated by the producers’ desire for
consumption and for satisfying their needs. The core of this ‘moral economy’
(E. P. Thompson)'”” lay in the unity of ‘work’ and ‘consumption’ in the family
mode of production. This is confirmed by frequent complaints ‘from above’
about ‘bad domestic management’'”® among rural industrial producers as well
as by the disapproval of the consequences of this bad housekeeping. Compared
with the rationale of saving and provisioning for the future in a middle-class
household economy ‘whose riches consisted not so much in large incomes as in
small expenditures’ {]. Beckmann),’™ the householding of rural artisans was
characterized by the fact that its short-term expenditures did not stand in a
‘proper’ relationship to its long-term income. In this respect, the rural artisan
acted much more like a ‘man of estate’ than like a member of the ‘genuine
earning class’, i.c. the ‘middling estate’:

Unaccustomed to a money economy, unfamiliar with the thousand . . . essential needs of
life which await him, ignorant of their true worth and of the art of safeguarding with the
greatest possible thrift and parsimony, alien to the task of book-keeping that is required
in a good household economy, he does not think of preparing a clear budget or of placing
his expenditures in relation with his income and to rank the expenditures from the
largest to the smallest under separate headings; instead he spends money as long as he
has any, he does not deny himself or others any of the joys of life nor the satisfaction of any
whim of passion, he becomes a spendthrift and is exposed to deception everywhere,

(J. A. Giinther)'

When the rural industrial producers defined the goals of their labour in such
consurnption-oriented terms — in s0 far as economic conditions and govern-
mental pressure permitted — their attitudes must be regarded as the other side
of that logic of consumption and production which induced them to increasc
their work effort through self-exploitation when the returns to their labour
sank. ‘Tout ce qu'il gagne il le consomme, il le dissipe’ (F, Galiani}.'”*" The
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producing family regulated its work-process primarily in accordance with the
needs of familial subsistence, even though this was in contradiction to the
purpose of the proto-industrial system as defined by the putter-out or merchant
capitalisi. The family continued to work until its subsistence was assured. It
then gave in to leisure and worked to satisfy additional material or cultural
needs which always took precedence over an expenditure of work to gain a
purely monetary surplus.

Those who are best acquainted with the Nature and Customs of that sort of people tell us
that they will not labour for any more than a bare subsistence and never think of making
a Provision for Futurity. And tho’ they do squander away much of their Gains at the
Races, yet their Families have the same Subsistence Money as usual; and the only
Difference is that they labour so much the harder to procure Money for their own
extravagant Expenses at that Jubily.'®?

The ‘labour—consumer balance’ of the rural industrial family was by no means
geared toward a purely physical subsistence minimum. Nor should it be
understood as a mechanical relationship between work and leisure where less
labour time was always preferred to higher earnings. Instead it was created
within a way of life in which physical and emotional needs, work and pleasure
were not yet separated from each other. While the rural industrial producer
directed his daily work-effort and the organization of his work first and foremost
at assuring his family’s subsistence, he was equally concerned about his socio-
cultural reproduction through public sociability as well as the display of luxury
and conspicuous consumption,'*?

This close connection between work and socio-cultural reproduction
manifested itselfin the irregularity with which the working time was structured
according to the worker’s needs,'®* especially in the alternating rhythms of
working days and holidays, For the annua! cycle of the rural industrial
producers was still very much tied to the agrarian cycle of the harvest year
and — to a lesser extent— the calendar of the ecclesiastical year.'®® But the
traditional calendar with its holy davs and festivals was given a new rhythm
based on the new ‘conjunctural’ conditions. The working week thus gained an
importance of its own, to the extent that domestic producers were paid
periodically, i.e. for the most part, every week,

However, the working week also constituted a measure of time that
structured work and the satisfaction of needs: it spaced work and free time
irregularly in accordance with specific tasks and needs. At onc end of the
work—leisure continuum, there was the time-honoured habit of celebrating
‘the feast of Saint Monday’, preceded by Sunday and followed, if possible, by a
relaxed Tuesday and Wednesday; at the other end there was the concentrated
work-effort of the second half of the week.'®® Finally, the close connection
between production and socio-cultural reproduction could be observed during
the individual working day and in the work-process: “Weavers sang at their
looms. A trip to the market combined husiness with social pleasures;
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exchanging news and courtesies with a craftsman or dealer introduced
sociability into an economic or service transaction.’#

The articulation and realization of needs not only functioned to provide the
rural industrial producers with necessary physical relaxation or with a
psychological compensation for and contrast to the burdens of uniform and
monotonous work; beyond the regencration of the labour power, the socio-
cultural reproduction of the rural producers had a wider ‘social’ mcaning. It
was part of an independent ‘plebeian culture’ (E. P. Thompson),'®® with its
great variety of forms of expression, in which the traditional, often ‘archaic’ and
asynchronous customs and habits of rural everyday life formed a unique
synthesis with new attitudes that grew out of the special working and living
conditions of the proto-industrial producers and their location in a speceific class
structure.

Especially when economic conditions were favourable, the producers turned
to the traditional leisure time rituals in which ‘plebeian culture’ found its
expression. Rising money incomes and a decreasing inclination toward work
resulted in an incrcased dynamic of socio-cultural reproduction. Holidays,
fairs, and festivals served to combine amusement, sensuality, and sociability.'®?
When they drank and danced, played skittles, and engaged in cockfghts or
public rcadings, the rural artisans articulated their sensual needs and bestowed
meaning upon them as public and secial symbols. To them, drinking'®® was not
just a private pleasure, but a public act. A cockfight'®? involved more than the
spectacle of a cruel and brutish hlood-sport ; it gained its significance from being
a seriously conducted social game. The recreation ol the labour power through
festivals and festivitics, through games and compettions, was a social act in
which the desires and needs of rural industrial producers were expressed
through collective acts on the level of symbolic representation. The symbolic
torm of their articulation gave a more complex and diverse ‘public’ meaning to
these activities than was indicated by their manifest appearance.'? Festivities
did not just serve the purpose of shared pleasure. They expressed and affirmed
the solidarity and the social cohesion of the village community. At the same
time, they could highlight the everyday conflicts that existed despite this
cohesion in the form of half-joking, half-serious simulations and parodies. And
they could, on occasion, turn their world upside down by suspending its nermal
sacial controls through officially sanctioncd temporary acts of pelitical or sexual
licence.'#?

The ‘plebeian culture’ of rural industrial producers was anchored in the
common practice of the manners and customs of the peer group, the
necighbourhood, the village community and the local market-place. Despite its
spatial limitations, it realized itself in a ‘plebeian public’ {plebejische
Offentlichkeit).'® It differed from the ‘hourgeois public’ not only because it
tended to be lecal and because those who gave it expression were recruited in a
different way, but also because of its different structure and meaning. Tt was
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‘public’ in a very comprehensive, totalizing sense. For it did not separate public
from private life, nor did it distinguish between an unpolitical sphere of
consumption and preduction on one hand, and a public sphere of politics,
education, and public discourse on the other. The forms of articulation
underlying the ‘plebeian public’ had more in common with the ‘representative
public’ of peasant populations or even of the aristocracy'* than with the
‘bourgeois public’. This became apparent when the rural industrial producers
imitated, assimilated, or caricatured typical behaviour patterns of the ‘repre-
sentative public’ as they manifested themselves in horse-races, cockfights, and
dog-races.'*®

But in contrast to the ‘representative public’ the ‘plebeian public’ did not act
out the rituals or adopt the symbols of political dominance, It was, instead, the
socio-cultural reproduction of everyday life, through sensual experience and
collective action. The reversal of roles and the temporary suspension of social
controls could serve to reduce social distance and economic differences. Private
affairs could be the object of public interest — for example in the punitive
customs of rough music and charivari — just as seemingly unpolitical, elemen-
tary necessities of life could stir the ‘plebeian public’ into political action. The
latently political character of the ‘plebeian public’ manifested itself especially in
times of depression, when the ‘moral economy of the crowd’ defended its
customary subsistence and thereby the very existence of its ‘plebeian culture’.
Whether this defence took the form of direct action during a hunger riot, or
of a revolt against high prices,'®” or of habitual theft from merchant-
manufacturers;'*® whether it manifested itself in counter-violence and anony-
mous threats against the merchant-capitalist or the government,'®® or in an
exemplary punishment of those who violated the solidarity of the group:?°® the
many faces of the ‘plebeian public’ were always expressions of a strictly
regulated and socially mediated behaviour whose purpose was to articulate the
needs of its participants. It was ‘public’ especially in so far as claims were not
pursued as individual rights or as the ‘spasmodic rebellion of the belly’ butas a
matter of customary solidarity and collective activity.

The rural artisans’ patterns of daily consumption, too, were very much part
of this public ‘plebeian culture’. The rural industrial producers had a
tendency — frequently criticized by contermporaries and perhaps prematurely
judged as ‘irrational’' even by historians — to consume ‘superfluous’ luxuries
and delicacies, like coffee, alcohol, white bread, and sweets. They were also fond
of fashionable clothing and jJewelry,** which cannot be explained by the
necessity of reproducing labour power. To the contrary, the physical repro-
duction of life was hindered rather than furthered by the asymmetry that
characterized the consumption pattern of rural artisans. They found it more
difficult than others to ‘stay on an even path between indulgence and
austerity’.#® Their simple daily nutrition consisted of traditienal stewed and
mashed-up cereals and vegetables, of black bread and, soon also, potatoes,
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which were considered a ‘hunger food’.*** But this was often supplemented by
the ‘over-consumption’ (K. Biicher} of sweets and other luxuries as soon as an
additional money income permitted it.

There are many examples of girls who parade around their entire earnings by hanging
fineries onto their bedies; and of young men . . . who spend their savings on a pocket
waltch, silver buckles, a Meerschaum pipe with silver decorations, i.e. on articles which
the Jews know how to talk them into buying, and who use up the rest of their earnings on
beer and brandy.?*

This excess of consumption was not just a conjunctural but a structural
phenomenon. It manifested itself in the everyday lives of rural artisans even
under conditions of relative immiseration and pauperization, when, measured
by the yardstick of the frugal bourgeois household, the satisfaction of such needs
appeared highly irrational, since the subsistence could barely be assured despite
the entire family's total involvement in the work-process.

It is beyond question that rural industrial preducers developed this specific
attitude toward consumption in response to the new opportunities of satisfying
their needs — opportunities which were opened up to them, or forced upon
them, by the market insofar as they had the money to benefit from this new
supply of goods. The conditions of the work-process in many rural industries
created an additional need: coffee, tea, and alcohol became necessary
stimulants as the conditions of production deteriorated and work became more
degrading. But neither the market stimulus nor the work-process by themselves
were the decisive factors. The consumption of luxury gocds, being a social
means of expression, had an essentially ‘public’ purpose. For the rural artisans,
it was the form of social competition par excellence, a competition operating
among themselves as well as between them and other social groups and
classes.®® On one hand, luxury consumption made it possible for them to
‘discover a new communal consclousness’, on the other hand, it enabled them to
expericnce and articulate their relationship to the outside world and helped
them to establish a distance between themselves and their peasant and
bourgeois environment. Rural artisans no longer disposed of the traditional
means of peasant self-representation, namely landed property and material
possessions. They had not yet acquired - or did not want to acquire — the
symbols of bourgeois culture. ‘Earlier, inherited status had determined the
measure of luxury; now luxury determined status’ (R. Braun) .2’

Household and family functioned as integral compenents of this ‘public
realtm’ in which needs were articulaied and satisfied. For the rural industrial
preducers the family was by no means the protected place of emotional
intimacy where, 10 the exclusion of all others, sensuality and elemental needs
were satisfied. In plebeian socio-cultural reproduction, public and private life
were not separaied from each other, just as there was no distinctien between
working life and family life in the sphere of production.®® Tgo be sure, for the
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rural artisans the central pre-condition for enjoyment and sensuality was the
unit of material production and repreduction, namely the household and
family (see below), but they found their true expression only n public
sociability. They had not yet been tamed by the informal constraints of
bourgeois domesticity, but they were freed from the restrictions which
dominated the community life of peasants and which arose from their necessity
to preserve property as well as from seigneurial and governmental control over
sexual and marital behaviour. The continuity of attitudes among rural artisans
with those of peasants and sub-peasant groups, as well as the difference to the
latters” attitudes, are exemplified in the socialization of the young.**® Among
the artisans, it was influenced only to a relatively small degree by parents and
schools. Instead, the peer group of unmarried youth played an important role
in their socialization. Such hehaviour was part of the traditions of peasant
usages and customs concerning the initiation of marriage, but their character
changed once patriarchal controls had weakened under the sacial relations of
the prote-industrial system. Thus, sensuality and sexuality could develop much
more freely in the peer group socialization of rural artisans than was possible in
a community of peasant proprietors.?’® This shows up clearly in the greater
frequency of ‘sexual anticipation of marriage’ (D. Levine) as it manifested itself
in illegitimate births and pre-marital pregnancies.?'! These behaviour patterns
are indications of a greater {reedom {rom traditional social controls, but they
are not a step in the direction of an *emancipated individuality” in sexual life,
i.e. toward greater ‘Intimacy’ and ‘privacy’ of feelings, as Edward Shorter
claims.?'? Illegitimate births should rather be seen as a result of frustrated
attempts to marry and set up a household — afrustration caused by poverty and
unforeseeable fluctuations in economic conditions. The initiation of marriage
still largely followed traditional patterns of courtship and pre-marital sexual
behaviour, but the economic conditions and mechanisms of control had
changed radically. The assurance no longer existed that sexual relations would
lead to the foundation of a household. Women and men tended 1o be equally
drawn inte this ‘public” sphere of the articulation of nceds, just as they were
drawn into the sphere of production. On the basis of her increased ‘socio-
economic independence’ {A. Thun) as a labourer, the woman gained a greater
degree of freedom to move about publicly. When a ‘prudent’ member of the
upper classes stipulated : ‘A daughter should go out only three times in her life:
when she is baptized, when she gets married, and when she is buried’, this
statement could be countered by the “atheistic” answer of a young girl: “Why
should I care, I want to have fun.””'? Instead of withdrawing into private
satisfactions, the rural artisans involved themselves in public pleasures; but the
satisfactions in the private sphere did not need to stand in oppaosition to those.
Even though governmental guardians of ‘proper behaviour’ tried to enforce the
virtues of domesticity, frugality, and hard work via the church, school, and
through statc and police controls, the frequency of public appeals and



The proto-industrial family economy 71

admonitions only serves to demonstrate the strength of the resistance put forth
by rural artisans who did not consider the family as a ‘place of refuge’ and whao
did not want to confine their ‘everyday lives’ to the privacy of their homes.

The proto-industrial household not only invested a considerable amount of
‘emoticnal capital’ into its socio-cultural reproduction, as has been emphasized
by E. P. Thompson,*'* but also a remarkable portion of its monetary income.
Especially from this ‘economic’ perspective, the family of the rural artisan was
the pivotal point of ‘plebeian culture’. It is true that household and family did
not directly determine the total cultural milieu of the *plebeian public realm’,
which was firmly tied up with the coliective customs and behaviour of the
peer group, the neighbourhood and the local market place. But the
‘labour—consumer balance’ of the household cconomy regulated and guaran-
teed the connection between the public and private spheres. Given the
increasing dependence of the rural industrial producers on the money and
exchange economy, this ‘labour—consumer balance’ caused the specific
disequilibrium between the long-term scarcity of monetary incomes and their
short-term rapid consumption which resisted all exhortations toward frugality
and foresight and which found expression in a decisive preference among the
rural artisans to develop new needs. This preference was a pre-condition of
‘plebeian culture’.

The rural industrial producers continued to shape their lives according 1o the
rules of the traditional peasant-artisan family economy, even though they could
satisfy an increasing portion of their elementary subsistence-needs only with the
help of a money income which they earned under the conditions of a
capitalistically structured market and exchange economy. They acted within a
relatively rigid set of preferences of needs in which money did not yet play the
role of a common medium or of mediator. The marginal utilities of individual
needs and goods were difficult to substitute for each other within this systemn of
rules. An optimal satisfaction of needs, therefore, could hardly be achieved by
foresight and by the attempt to balance the ‘weighted utilities’ of individual
needs, for example by providential saving of money, ‘Carelessness and frivolity,
lack of concern for the future, the drive to spend their ample daily earnings on
luxuries, all this is characteristic of this voluptuous class of people.”?!* The
domestic producers insisted with remarkable pertinacity on the consumption of
alcohol, tobacco, or whitc bread and preferred it to the effort of anticipating
their future clementary needs and of making choices accordingly, even when
they could hardly ‘afford’ any ‘luxuries’ owing to their low subsistence level.*'®

In this scheme of preferences, moncy was not used to compare the utilities of
necessary everyday goods and balance these utilities against those goods which
answercd so-called luxury needs. Rather than exercising this ‘universal’
function cash income had its specific place within the hierarchy ol uses and
symbolic significance. As soon as the short-term necessities of life were assured,
money became a surplus beyond subsistence needs. It could therelore he
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primarily oriented toward cultural expenditure for status, prestige and luxury
consumption,?*7

Money as a means for storing supplies was as little known to the small
producers as was money as an instrument for the long-term adjustment of all
preferences. Even under enduring conditions of scarcity and poverty it could
therefore make perfect ‘economic’ sense for the plebeian producers to devote a
relatively large part of their income to short-term and intermittent expenditure
for cultural needs.

The rural artisans counted on resolving the basic problems of their
subsistence outside the conditions which exchange, competition, and economic
fluctuations imposed on their existence. By living ‘from hand to mouth’, they
thought that they would be able to maintain their subsistence through their own
labour, just as the family economy of the peasant had always operated under
that assumption. But there, under conditions of production which were in part
controlled by the peasants themselves, a ‘caloric minimum’ and the storage of
provisions were guaranteed by the household’s agricultural production and its
anchorage to a system of communal support and controls. Economic fluc-
tuations as well as the basic conditions of the proto-industrial system prevented
this kind of insurance for the rural industrial producers.?'®

The use of money as a means of acquiring provisions for storage was as
unfamiliar to the rural artisans as was money as a means to balance choices
which they made to satisfy their needs, ‘It 15 as difficult to convince a peasant of
the usefulness of a hail- or cattle-insurance as it is to explain to a cotlage
producer the significance of a savings bank or of health insurance.®® In many
respects money as a return to the family’s productive labour, as well as a medium
of exchange, still had the same meaning for the rural artisan as it had for most
members of pre-capitalist societies. It was a precious thing, a shiny coin to be
exchanged, if possible, for other precious things or to be spent in the public
sphere of socio-cultural reproduction. The money income which exceeded the
expenses necessary for the direct subsisience needs might be invested in the
acquisition of property; but primarily it served to acquire articles of con-
spicuous luxury and prestige or 1o incur demonstrative expenditures on the
occasion of feast days, festivals and other interaction-rituals.2?®

Even in the twentieth century there exist parallels to this kind of behaviour
pattern of rural artisans who were leaving behind the cenditions of the peasant
family economy. The Siane of New Guinea, the Tiv in northern Nigeria, or the
Kwakiutl Indians in British Columbia, for example, have not realized the
significance of the universal exchange of money and goods, which has been
carried into their primitive environment by capitalist exploitation and market
relations, and consequently, they have not been able to respond to the new
conditions with the appropriate ‘rationality’.??' Even when the proto-industrial
producers earned a sufficient income, their particular economic rationality
prevented them, under the conditions of general exchange and capitalist
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market relations, from creating a balance between consumption and pro-
duction which might have guaranteed them the greatest possible chances of
survival given the precarious conditions of their lives. During proto-industrial
capitalism this attitude toward meney, in the long run, intensified and
prolonged the misery to which the family was already exposed by the necessity
of ‘self-exploitaticn’ in the work process. Nonetheless, the rural industrial
producers intermittently #id articulate a variety of needs which made use of the
limited peossibilities of the new capitalism, without, however, acknowledging its
limitations,



3 o The structures and function of
population-development under the
protoindustrial system

1. The demo-economic system of proto-industrialization

Because of its specific interrelationship with the cconomic growth-process, the
dynamic of population development provided an essential impetus to proto-
industrialization. It had a considerable influence not only on the emergence
and development of rural industry, but also on its eventual stagnation and
decline, In the early stages, the close connection between demographic and
economic factors gained historical significance because population cxpansion
and economic growth mutually reinforced each other, But their interaction not
only promated the emergence and early progress of the proto-industrial system
it was also one of the determinants of its internal contradictions. The
stagnation, decline and ultimate end of the proto-industrial system appear to be
bound up with a socio-economic problem inherent in the svstem itself, a
problem which could not be resolved at the stage of socio-economic develop-
ment characterized by proto-industrialization.'

Demographically, this problem manifested itself in a specific reproductive
‘overrcaction’ by which the industrial producers responded to the constraints
and opportunities of proto-industrialization. At the aggregate level, i.c. with
regard to the total society, their overreaction resulted in rapid population-
expansion? which had a tendency to exceed available resources. Such
population growth scems particularly typical for the upswing of proto-
industrialization, but, in changed form, it also appears in regions of de-
industrialization, where the transition to industrial capitalism did zet occur
between the end of the eighteenth century and the second half of the nineteenth
century. In such regions the ‘overreaction’ manifested itself not so much in an
even, continuous population-expansion but in the delay with which the
mechanisms of demographic growth ‘adjusted’ to the deteriorating economic
conditions.* The intensification and localization ol industrial commodity
production in the countryside fostered population growth and simultaneously
was fostered by it. The tenacity with which these conditons persisted even
under de-industrialization, when they led the way to pauperism and pro-
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letarianization, constitutes evidence for a social nexus which lends a unifying
structure to the different regional development patterns of proto-
industrialization.

Tt would be premature to postulate a demo-economic system, in a strict sense
of the word. But a hypothetical moedel can be suggested based on a synopsis of
the research which has been done to date* Itis ohviousfrom such investigations
that proto-industrialization must be viewed as a regionally confined special
phase in the history of the transformation of agrarian societies, whose course
and structure, as expressed in its mode of production and its relations of
production, were decisively shaped by demographic factors. Population growth
affected the process and system of proto-industrialization primarily because it
assured a large labour-supply. Te be sure, that supply was a response 1o an
increased demand for industrial labour power® which arose with the supra-
regional and overseas demand for industrial products. But it did not rise
linearly, simply as a function of demand and in response to market impulses.
Instead, populations in regions of rural industry often displayed a ‘Malthusian
behaviour’ {F. Mendels}f and it was due to this behaviour that population
growth became a determining factor of the proto-industrial system. Given a
certain demand for labour, the reproductive response of the artisans tended to
produce an over-supply. At the expense of the producers’ subsistence, this over-
supply favoured extensive forms of industrial growth rather than the expansion
of production hased on increase in productivily through the investruent of fixed
capital. In the second half of the eighteenth century, the demand for labour
increased by a revolutionary leap; the entire system of producticn changed,
leading to a fundamental transformation of the demo-economic interrelation-
ship. But until this happened, population expansion contributed to containing
the development of the productive forces in proto-industrialization within a
relatively ‘static expansion’ (J. H. Boeke).” The quantitative expansion of
production and the number of producing units was combined with the
perpetuation of a backward mode of production that was neither capital- nor
technology-intensive.

The influence which population growth had on economic development
became an ‘interrelationship’ of demographic and economic variables only
because the proto-industrial mode of production affected the ‘mode of
populatien’ (G, Mackenroth).? Population expansion in regions of rural
industry appears to be a characteristic consequence of domestic family-based
production under the specific macro-economic conditions of production in
rural industry. In any case, the dynamic of proto-industrial population growth
cannot be adequately explained with reference to those reproductive patterns
which were typical for the traditional agrarian societies of Europe® Those
societies, too, had a considerable, though periodically interrupted growth
dynamic. From the high Middle Ages onwards they exhibited a clearly
structured long-term population development in which periods of great
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expansion alternating with periods of stagnation and contraction.'” This
development was of decisive importance for proto-industrialization, because
rapid population growth brought about the underemployment of marginal
smallholders and members of sub-peasant groups in agrarian regions, a process
which frequently initiated the emergence of mono-industrially concentrated
districts in such regions, Bul the intermittent dynamic of population growth
inherent in agrarian societies must be contrasted with that which was inherent
in the ‘demographic hothouse of proto-industrialization’ (R. Schoficld).”

In faci, the agrarian ‘mode of production’ in European peasant societies was
characterized by a set of ‘social controls on growth’, which tended to regulate
the interplay between cconomic, demographic, and socio-structural variables
and contain it at a status quo, thereby assuring the relative stability of the
population and its adjustment to limited and relatively inflexible resources.'?
This regulatory system was structurally anchored to household and family as
they existed under the conditions of the peasant-artisan mode of production. It
was also upheld by the structures of domination and property within the
respeclive agrarian societies. Thus, population was kept in balance with
relatively scarce resources, because marriage and the founding of a family werc
normally tied 1o the ownership or inheritance of a full peasant holding or a craft
shop.'? This tie was enforced by governmental and scigneurial controls and
resulted in a socially differentiated reproductive patiern. A relatively high
marriage-age, which was even higher [or the members of the lower classes, was
the ‘true weapon of birth control in the Europe of the Ancien Régime’ {P,
Chaunu}.'* Tt kept fertility within certain limits and could exclude the lower
class from marriage and reproduction altogether. In this way, the population as
a whole was kept back from the Malthusian abyss, in that a certain part of it was
forced into temporary or enduring poverty, or into employment in domestic
service, which largely ruled out the chances of legitimate procreation.

This reproductive system, upheld by property and patriarchal demination,
was made flexible and adaptlable mainly through changes in the age and
frequency of marriage. Both variables, the age of marriage and — to a lesser
extent - nuptuality, functioned as the decisive demographic regulators when
the balance between population and resources shifted.'® They reacted to short-
term ‘mortality erises’, produced by epidemics, and to ‘crisis mortality’, brought
about by harvest failures, as well as to long-term changes in the real income of
the peasant and artisan classes. Such changes resulted from the interrelationship
beiween the secular trends of population growth and the periodic trends of the
agrarian economy which occurred in conjunction with the emergence of supra-
regional markets and the transformation of institutions of domination since the
high Middle Ages.'® Even though this system contained a certain flexibility and
considerable possibilities for development, ‘pre-indusirial societies were by
definition in a position of ncgative feedback’:!'” population growth and real
income, fertility and mortality werc ticd to a mechanism of adaptation which
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permitted neither a continuous population growth on the basis of expanding
resources nor permanent economic growth on the basis of a population
development propelling that growth. Population expansion was the driving
force behind the secular upward movements of the agrarian economic trends;
but eventually the rising number of people, rising grain prices, on one hand,
increasing feudal rents and falling marginal returns in agriculture on the other
hand, ‘cut short’ each phase of population expansion, as well as ‘each period of
economic growth before the point at which they became self-sustained and
progressive’.'”

Proto-industrialization brokc through this demo-economic system which
regulated the feudal agrarian societics of Europe.’® In its emergence, develop-
ment, and final stagnation it can be considered both as cause and consequence
of a new relationship between demographic and economic variables — a
relationship which constitutes an ‘institutionalized disequilibrium’. Population
growth and economic expansion entered a relationship of mutual acceleration
in which the critical demographic variables of the old feedback system ceased to
be effective and became part of a new system.

If this new system was to take effect, the framework of political and
governmental institutions, anchored to Grundherrschaft or Guisherrschaft and the
village community, had to disintegrate; at the very least this framework had to
loosen the constraints controlling ‘social growth® in the traditional agrarian
societies of Europe by tying the opportunities of reproduction 1o property and
inhcritance. This development occurred even in regions where the growth of an
industrial population was at first induced by seigneurial action, for example
where cottagers were settled in the mountainous areas of east central Europe.
Here, too, the expansion of industrial commeodity productien cntailed the
loosening of feudal ties and communal restrictions which originally had kept
relatively constant the relationship between land ownership and the size of the
working population.?® But the growth dynamic of proto-industrial populations
was not grounded alone in such negative pre-conditions as the loosening of
seigncurial controls. It was based positively on the new conjunctural and
structural conditions of the proto-industrial systemn itself.

To the extent that the rural industrial producers lost their agrarian base they
became dependent on the fluctuating demand for industrial products in supra-
local and overseas markets. Their income and survival opportunities remained
tied to the returns from their production within the family cconomy, but they
had to be realized under the new conditions and relations of production of
proto-industrial capitalism. This twofeld structural and functional dependence
of production also determined the pattern of generative reproduction of the
rural industrial populations. As reproductive behaviour lost its connection to
land ownership, it became dependent on the market. But the special structural
conditions of market dependence, under which the rura] artisans were forced 1o
utilize their labour power, called forth a specific response which made their
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reproductive behaviour quite inelastic in relation to price movements and shifts
in the terms of trade.

The demand for industrial products, generated by foreign markets, created
new conditions for the demand for industrial labour. These prevented in-
dustrial populations from reaching the limit to growth that existed in agrarian
spcieties in which the demand for artisanal labour depended on local and
regional agrarian booms and crises. The greater elasticity of demand in
international commodity markcts changed the elasticity of demand for
industrial labour.® 1o be surc, the interrelationship between population
development and the periodic trends of the agrarian economy did not cease to
function under proto-industrialization. Population growth still generated a rise
in the demand for agrarian products and therefore a rise in agrarian prices which
enmailed a fall in the real income of rural industrial producers. But the
traditional feedback mechanism between population and the economic growth
process was interrupted at a decisive point: the demand for industrial labour
was no longer necessarily tied to the short- and long-term movements of
agrarian prices. The employment of rural industrial producers could be
maintained cven when the terms of trade deteriorated. It was strongly affected
by the fluctuations in demand in foreign markets, but these were not negatively
tied back to the population development in the industrial regions. So long as the
demand curve for industrial products remained horizental, the labour supply
in proto-industrial regions, even if enlarged by population growth, could still be
emploved if the labourers accepted the conditions of international competition
with its tendency to drive down wages.

The expansion of demand for industrial labour power and its relatively great
elasticity was more than just a prerequisite for the growth of proto-industrial
populations. Cyclical upswings had relatively direct impact upon the growth of
‘industrious population’ (H. Linde}.”® But this impact was directed and
mediated by the structural conditions under which the labour power was
exploited by merchant and putting-out capital as well as by mercantile
policies.?

As long as industrial labour constituted the largest cost factor in the
industrial production process and as long as the structural rigidity of the ‘social
relations of production’ in rural industry handicapped the substitution of fixed
capital for labour, the expansion of production could only take place on the
basis of an increased dynamic of generative reproduction among the proto-
industrial population. It was therefore one of the main goals of mercantilist
policy to stimulate population growth. The achievement of a positive balance of
population and employment became subject to political manipulation, for
example through settlement projects. It became a concern equal to that for the
achievement of a positive balance of trade.*

Marx's statement that the ‘development of popalation . . . sum-
marized . . . the development of all productive forces™® holds true much
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more {undamentally for the ‘primitive accumulation’ of proto-industrial
capitalism than it does for industrial capitalism. Thus, population growth
constituted a decisive ‘valorization base’ {Verwcrtungsbasis, H. Gorssmann)?
for the proto-industrial progress. The expansion of the proto-industrial system
of production could only occur on the foundation of a continuous growth of the
number of labourers and/or a rise in the level of employment. ‘Optimal’
conditions existed only when the ‘industrious population’ grew at a pace which
preserved the produccers’ marginal subsistence but at the same time precluded a
lasting expansion of the food supply as well as a risc in real incomes. Population
growth as a function of the cffective demand for labour, therefore, was inherent
in the expanded reproduction of proto-industrial capitalism because it was
generated not only by upward economic trends but also by the siructural
conditions of production.

The precise measure of the population in a cauntry . . . will not indeed be the quantity of
faod . . . but the quantity of employment.

The habitval practice of task work, and the frequent employment of women and
children, will affect population like the rise in the real wages of labour . . . on the other
hand the paying of every sort of labour by the day, the absence of employment for
women and children, and the practice among labourers of not working more than three
ar four days in the week either from inveterate indolence or any other cause will affect
population like a low price of labour. (T. R. Malthus)*®

The translation of the effective demand for labour into the specific growth
dynamic or proto-industrial populations occurred through the ‘social me-
diation” (K. Marx)** of the family mode of production. The competition of
supply and demand in international commodity markets regulated the prices of
products but not the earnings of the individual producing family. Under the
marginal conditions to which domestic production and reproduction in rural
industry were usually subject, the economic flexibility of the family depended
essentially upon the application of its total labour force. But the family could
maximize the benefit from the application of its labour force only if it succeeded
in achieving a large family income under relatively low costs of reproduction.

Therefore the very structure and course of the process of generative
reproduction became essential elements in the rural producers’ strategy to earn
and maintain their subsistence *° For the household’s production capacity and
its chances for survival depended not only on the ‘total labour income’
(Chayanov) of the family but always also on the relationship of the total labour
income to the cost of reproduction. If this relationship was to be favourable, it
had io conform to a certain standard of gencrative rcproduction, but it
remained relatively independent from cyclical fluctuations. A comparatively
early marriage age and a large number of children who survived to working age
were its strategic variables.?" They determined the ‘economic strength of the
houschold’ (R. C. Geary)*? under the external constraints under which the
rural family reproduced itself. Since the subsistence of the family was not
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assured without the labour contributions which women and children made to
the ‘family income’, and since the family was poor, so that inheritance and the
maintenance of property did not exercise any restrictions on the process of
generative reproduction,®® an early marriage and an increasing number of
children alleviated the burden of familial reproduction costs, because they
raised the ‘total labour income” which ¢ould be eventually obtained.

Early marrage became necessary particularly in view of the marginal
conditions of subsistence of the rural industrial producers. The working.
capacity, and therefore earning capacity, of men and women were at their
maximum at a relatively early age.?* Still, the low marriage age of both sexes
cannot be adequately explained by the desire to maximize the income of both
partners; it also allowed them to overcome, as early as possible, the critical
poverty phase of the family eycle which, in the process of ‘demographic
differentiation’, was initiated by the birth of the first child.*?

The bencfit of a large number of children also resulted from the demo-
econemic dynamic of the family cycle in a marginal situation of reproduction.
Children necessarily counted as labour power and as a means of production ;%
they were also ‘living capital’ that served Lo support the parents during their old
age. They functioned to a much lesser extent to increase their parents’
consumption. The first births, therefore, constituted primarily a cost factor that
involved considerable risks since the children might not survive. Only after
the considerable dangers of infant and child mortality had been
overcome — dangers which increased disproportionately when the living
conditions declined - could the children be employed in the familial pro-
duction unit. Only then could the benefit derived from their labour exceed their
{re)production cost.

If the considerable marginal utility of child labour for the ‘total labour
income’ of the family suggested a strategy of relatively high fertility, such a
strategy became virtually an economic necessity when it is taken into account
that the children’s chances to survive to working-age were small and
fluctnated.®” Since their survival was so uncertain it was hardly possible to
determine the number of children through family planning. Especially with
regard to the first children the risk of mortality implied that poverty might be
perpetually reproduced through the demographic reproduction process. In
order to assure the survival to working age of at least one or two children, a
much larger number of births was necessary, In thissituation the average social
and economic costs of a single birth were relatively high, but the direct and
indirect marginal costs of each additional child were much lower for the family.
The costs of an n-th child were not substantially higher than those of an (n — 1}th
child. But the marginal utility of the n-th child rose considerably over that of the
{n — 1)th child. The family counted on the positive income effect which the
prospective labour power of the child would have on its “total labour income’.
The entire family’s chances of survival increased, not least because the parents’
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subsistence was more assured during the second precarious phase of the family
eycle which began when old age caused their working capacity to decline and
the children successively lelt home. In the ‘survival situation’ typical in rural
industry, where the family was [orced (o gear its activities toward maintaining
its subsistence, the positive income effect of increased fertility was considered
more important than the negative effect of incrcased reproduction costs. The
latter constituted an unavoidable burden for the proto-industrial family as long
as it was compelled to utilize its labour power under conditions of ‘zero-
opportunity’.?®

A historical and systematic model of the specific ‘generative structure’ (H.
Linde)®® of the proto-industrial household has becn constructed here. It is
characterized by the fact that ‘not only the number of births and deaths, but the
absolute size of families, stands in inverse proportion to the level of wages, and
thercfore to the amount of the means of subsistence at the disposal of different
categorics of worker’ (K. Marx)#*® The high marginal utility which resulted
from the enlargement of the familial labour foree under the conditions of rural
industry brought about an increased dynamic of generative reproduction at the
level of the family; at the level of the entire society, however, it created a
Malthusian labour supply. ‘God has decreed that the men who carry on the
most uscful crafts should be born in abundant numbers’ (F. Galiani).*' This
statement of a contemporary reflects the realities of the interrelationship
belween population and the economy in the proto-industrial system. The
specific dynamic of reproduction among proto-industrial populations was the
product of necessity; the necessity to ensure the survival of the industrial family
with the aid of the one resource still left it in relative plenty despite the
increasing loss of its agrarian base: namely its own labour power. The family
engaged in domestic industry reproduced itself in such numbers in order to
subsist through its labour, and not primarily to consume ‘surpluses’, still less Lo
accumulate themn.*

In a regional case study, Franklin Mendels for the first time systematically
investigaled the reproductive behaviour of proto-industrial populations under
the influence of short-term cyclical price fluctuations (grain and linen).** This
study shows that the dynamic of reproduction in proto-indusirial families is
anchored in a characteristic ‘generative structure’. It is true that the income
and consumption opportunities of rural artisans, as determined by fluctuating
terms of trade, influcnced their reproductive behaviour; an increased income
and improved censumption cpportunities, following a positive shift in the terms
of trade, brought about an increased dynamic of generative repreductien, as
Mendels proves on the basis of changes in nuptuality, which is a growih-related
variable * But the reproductive behaviour of rural artisans, though stimulated
by the cyclical expansion of their incomes, was not deminaied by it. Negative
changes in the terms of trade and subscquent reductions in income did not
necessarily lead to a reduced dynamic of reproduction.
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This is not the only example which underlines the inelasticity of the
reproductive behaviour of the rural artisans and the sluggishness of its response
to fluctuations in income® It draws our attention however to the fact that the
growth of proto-industrial populations was detcrmined by forces outside the
cyclical changes which determined their latitude of choice in consumption.
The generative reproduction of the labour force and the continucus regeneration
of the productive capacity of the domestic unit turn out to be — within
limits — independent variables in the maintenance of familial subsistence. This
dynamic of reproduction, characteristic of rural industrial populations, which
was based on the logic of familial production under marginal conditions of
existence, constituted a central element of the demo-cconemic paradox of
proto-industrialization. As a survival strategy for individual family economies
it must be considered as perfectly rational: ‘It may be quite rational for
individual family units to be interested in as large a number of births as possible
in an cconomy where life is lived close to the subsistence level, while the
conscquent high birth rate may be quite detrimental to the economy as a
whole’ (H. Leibenstein)*® In the short run, the dynamic of reproduction of
proto-industrial populations made it possible for the individual family to
survive, but in the long run, the ineclasticity of this dynamic produced a
‘Malthusian’ labour supply at the macro-social level. This dynamic was
insufficiently adjusted to the fluctuations in the demand for labour and thus
perpetuated the pauperization and marginalization of petty industrial pro-
ducers, while, at the same time, it functioned as the driving force behind the
expansion of proto-industrial capitalism,

2. Basic demographic patterns of proto-industrialization

Even a short comparison of the aggregate data for regions with strong
concentrations of rural industry discloses a basic feature of proto-industrial
demographic behaviour: their growth rates are frequently above those of
agrarian regions, at least during the emergence and upswing of rural industry
before the second half of the eighteenth century.*’” But this diffcrentiation in
population growth according to region and sector, observable from the
agrarian crisis of the late Middle Ages, was by ne means a linear historical
process. It did not exclude the likelihood that the emergence of a rural
industrial population was directly based on structural changes in the agrarian
sector, nor did it rule out the long-term coexistence in the same district of a
rclatively stable farming population and an expanding proto-industrial
population. For the secular trends of expanding proto-industiial population-
groewth in agrarian regions, especially during the late fifteenth and for the
greater part of the sixteenth century and, later, during the second half of the
cighteenth century, produced the landless and land-poor — underemployed
classes of smallbolders and sub-peasant groups who became the social
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foundation on which proto-industrialization was built.*® The regional growth
of proto-industrial populations was primarily a process of sccial regrouping at
the local level. The rapid expansion of a class of industrially preducing,
smallholding and sub-peasant strata — landless ‘Haiusler’, ‘Girtner’, ‘Einlieger’,
‘Heuerlinge’, ‘manouvriers’, or cottagers—did not necessarily exclude the
continued existence of a stable core of peasants,*® who sometimes — being the
dominant class in the village — controlled and restrained the reproductive
behaviour of the industrial producers. But the process of social regrouping
could also lead to ‘industrial villages’ from which the property-owning peasantry
largely disappeared and which slowly turned into ‘rural slums’ (D. Levine).%

While the origin of proto-industrial populations was most closely tied to
the secular agrarian cycles and their corresponding trends of population
growth, its continuous expansion tended to become independent of the
agrarian conjuncture. Here, the ‘crisis of the seventeenth century’ (E,
Hobsbawm}, in particular, constituted a break.*' It initiated a new phase in
which the division of labour deepened between commercialized agrarian
preduction on the plains and industrial commedity production en the marginal
soils of the uplands, in wooded country and in areas of sandy soils.®?
Subsequently, differences in the speed and rhythm of the growth of such
regional populations developed along fairly specific lines. The demographic
development of proto-industrial regions increasingly broke loose from the
secular agrarian cycle and followed a relatively continuous growth-trend long
before the transition to industrial capitalism.>® But regions of commercialized
agriculture, dominated by cereals, cattle, or dairy farming, had much lower
rates of population growth3 at least as long as production and generative
reproduction were grounded in an agrarian system of labour organization
which was dominated by Grundherrschaft or Gutsherrschaft and the willage
community of peasant proprictors.®3

The expansion of proto-industrial populations was carried into effect
primarily by the self-sustained growth-process of a regional rural population
base (Standbevélkerung, R. Braun). It was mostly the result of a surplus of
births, to a lesser extent of an in-migration from agrarian regions.* The surplus
of births had its origin in the demegraphic profile which is characteristic of
proto-industrial populations: birth rates were consistently higher over long
periods while death rates were lower, though also relatively high. Thisindicates
that the persistent natural surplus of births was due to a rise in the number of
births and not to a secular decline of the number of deaths*” The dynamic of
growth of rural industrial populations is to be explained, then, by the dynamic
of fertility rather than by a fall in mertality. Long-distance migration played a
minor rale, although the in-migration from neighbouring agrarian regions was
not an unimportant factor in the growth of proto-industrial populations. The
extent of such in-migration, however, greatly depended upon the existence of
an 'open’ and urban or quasi-urban centre in the industrial region.?
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However, for the expansion of the proto-industrial system as a whole,
urbanization was less important than the increasing concentration of an
industrial population in the countryside. Therefore, it was typical of the
population development in proto-industrial regions that the growth of its urban
populations lagged behind or even stagnated, in comparison with its overall
growth or the growth of proto-industrial villages.*® The closc demo-economic
connection between the relatively slow growth of the cities and the expansion of
intensive industrial production in the countryside is illustrated by the changes
which the migraticn patterns underwent in proto-industrial regions. Proto-
industrialization completely or partially abolished those migration patterns
which until the nineteenth century balanced the ‘natural’ population losses of
the cities with the population increases of the agrarian regions.®® The increased
demand for labour power in proto-industrial regions made it unnecessary for
their surplus numbers to migrate to cities either within or outside of such a
region.

It was mentioned earlier®' that children stayed longer in the ‘ganzes Haus’
among industrial families than they did among peasant families. The reasons
for this residential pattern become clear when one approaches it from the
broader perspective of an ecntire local or regional population: proto-
industrialization made unnecessary the extensive migrations which often
characterized the lives of individuals and families of the landless and virtually
landless classes in regions without industrial employment opportunities.“? Such
migrations resulted from endemic poverty and permanent underemployment,
but alse from temporary mortality crises. Their decline is exemplified by
changes in the age-specific mobility which, among agrarian populations,
controlled the labour supply at the reglonal and supra-regional level, as well as
the choice of partners and the timing of the foundation of a household. The
basic feature of this mobility pattern, namely the fact that unmarried youth
regularly left their parental family unit and entered into scrvice, was often
modified by the employment of voung people in rural industry. The industrial
employment of unmarried family members and the relative freedom with
which a new household could be formed at least partially replaced the
traditional migratory movernents.**

However, the aggregate dala alone do not give precise information about the
growth mechanisms of proto-industrial populations. For this purpose, demo-
graphic micre-analyses and calculations based on models are necded as well
as local investigations of specific industries and of the class stratifications which
they produced. Sc far, only a few of these exist.** But they are particularly
valuable, since they include not only examples of ‘normal cases’, i.e. industrial
villages, but also variants of partially proto-industrial pepulations in pre-
dominantly agricultural communities.®® Many other preliminary results either
confirm or supplement the findings of local case studies, and — despite some
differences — consistent patterns and trends arc becoming apparent.
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The critical functional element in the growth-mechanism of proto-industrial
populations appears to be their low age at marriage.® Not only did it tend to
distinguish rural industrial producers from other social groups, like full
peasants and guild artisans, as well as agricultural and day labourers; it
emerges as the crucial variable of the demographic process: the decline of the
marriage age could decisively determine the population rise in regions of rural
industry. It influenced the demographic growth process in two ways: linearly
by prolonging the duration of marriage and thereby allowing for the birth of a
larger number of children; and structurally, by successively shortening the
intervals between generations, which changed the age structure and led to a
greater frequency of births within a given vnit of time %

This tendency toward a low marriage age seems to be a group-specific feature
of the reproductive behaviour of rural artisans, which sets them off from other
rural groups. It applies equally to men and women. But this does not exclude
considerable local, regional, and sex-specific differences, Their structural and
demographic significance becomes apparent if one takes into consideration the
way in which they are conditioned by the work process and property relations,
by governmental and institutional factors, as well as by regional and local
customs: a low marriage age appears particularly typical where men and
women were equally integrated into the production process as landless and
land-poor domestic workers, and where industrial production had largely
broken away from the institutional and economic context of the peasant village.
Especially for an ‘industrial pepulation’ of this kind did the marriage age
exhibit a characteristic long-term downward trend, which on one hand
corresponded to the expansion of demand for labour power and the growth of
industrial production but was, on the other hand, relatively inelastic in its
response to a deterioration of incomes and living conditions.%

Sex-specific differences in the behaviour with which men or women
responded to short- or medium-term changes in their income situations could
have important consequences for population growth. ‘In response to deteriorat-
ing economic conditions men were deferring marriage. Their brides, however,
displayed no such sensitivity to fluctuations in prosperity.”™ The marital
behaviour of brides, at least in this local case, continued the secular downward
trend. This is precisely whart distinguished it from the behaviour pattern of
peasant populations where the marriage age of women tended to vary while
that of men remained relatively constant over long periods of time.™

Similar behaviour patterns became evident when a proto-industrial popu-
lation segment developed in a village where an agrarian labour organization
and substantial land-owning peasants continued to play a dominant role, The
rural artisans showed a strong trend toward a low marriage age, when
compared with other local population groups.” But their age at first marriage
was higher than that of comparable domestic preducers in industrial villages
and its trend was less consistent. Here the response of the rural artisans to the
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deterioration of their economic situation was relatively elastic; they did return
to the traditional restriciive marriage pattern, i.e. they increased their marriage
age.” Mereover, the sex-specific differences in marriage age clearly digressed
from the behaviour pattern of a rural ‘industrial population’. To be sure,
compared with other rural social groups, a relatively small age difference
between marriage partners was characteristic of all rural artisans; still, among
the rural ‘industrial population’ the marriage age of the man was normally
higher than that of the woman,” whereas among the proto-industrial part
population in an agrarian environment, the marriage age of the woman was
typically higher than that of the man and sometimes higher than that of women
in the full peasant class, or in guild artisan or merchant families.’™*

This ‘cottager marital age pattern’ (M. Drake}’? is evidence of an attitude
toward marriage and household formation which followed the standards set by
peasants without being materially based on property and the ownership of land
which, through marriage and inheritance, determined the ‘social reproduction’
of the conditions of subsistence among peasant families. Among rural industrial
producers, too, the concern for a ‘good match’ frequently deminated the cheice
of partners. It could lead to an industrial producer’s marrying an older peasant
daughter who was turning into an ‘old maid’. But this was not the usual
pattern. From the beginning, endogamy within the lower classes prevailed.”®
The absence of the material preconditions of peasant household formation was
decisive for the emergence of a ‘cottager marital age pattern’: among ‘cottagers’
there was no more question of the expectation of an inheritance forcing late
marriage-age on the man than of a parental dowry facilitating relatively early
marriage for the woman. Only employment as a servant would allow the
woman to acquire the marriage fund that was considered necessary to establish
a family, and servanthood raised the marriage age above that of rural

‘industrial populations’.

The ‘cottager marital age paliern’, being based on a parlial integration into
the peasant organization of work, life, and domination, made it possible for rural
artisans to react with relative elasticity to fluctuations in the industrial
economy, but the populations of purely industrial villages had no such
cpportunities to return to traditional behaviour patterns. Consequently, a
change in their reproductive pattern and a lowering of the marriage age
develeped only very slowly during the periods of a downward trend and even
after the onset of de-industrialization. 'T'he percentage ever married measured
against the total population declined only gradually.”” Rather than returning
to the traditional demographic control-mechanisms of peasant society, the
artisans in industrial villages reacted to the final crisis of the proto-industrial
system by attempting — quite unsuccessfully — to check fertility within mar-
riage,”® as well as by forming sometimes very complex households which served
to counterbalance their pauperization while simultaneously preserving ihe
family economy.”™ The last resort was the emigration of entire families.#® Not
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only had the institutional framework of patriarchal controls to demographic
growth broken down, but the very structure and the socio-economic conditions
of proto-industrialization, i.e. its specific family mode of praduction, prevented
the return to traditional behaviour patterns. For early marriage, quite
independently of the conjunctural conditions, was not only a fundamental
prerequisite for achieving the optimal income of both partners; it was also a
prerequisite of the total family’s survival during those critical phases of its life
cycle which it had to traverse during the process of ‘demographic
differentiation’.

An early marriage-age aflected the expansion of proto-industrial populations
primarily because it increased the rate of marital fertility.*! The decline in the
marriage age meant a prolongation of the woman’s fertile period spent in
marriage and consequently an increase in the number of births per completed
marriage*® The growth effect of this extended fertile period was reinforced by
the fact that the beginning of marriage at an earlier age was demographically
more significant than a purely linear prolongation of the entire duration of
marriage.?® The accelerated succession of births, i.e. the reduction in the birth
intervals, must be regarded as another factor which influenced the fertility of
proto-industrial populations. Its extent differed according to industry and
region, and occasionally it could compensate for the restraining effects which a
late marriage age had on population growth.®* But its significance as a variable
in the demo-economic system is likely to have been smaller than that of the
marriage age. The relative importance of both these factors for a typical rural
‘industrial population’ was calculated by David Levine. His comparison of the
gross reproduction rates of individual marriage cohorts, which succeeded each
other in the course of proto-industrialization, shaws the demographic signific-
ance of both variables, i.e. of the low age at marriage and the increased birth
intervals, for the population growth of regions of rural industry.®® Levine then
made a counterfactual caleulation of the differences which the average family
size of biologically completed marriages within each marriage cohort shows for
the case that one of the two variables is held constant. He thereby succeeded in
analysing and comparing the demographic effect of changes in age at marriage
separately from those of age-specific marital fertility, The secular decline of the
marriage age turns out to be the strategic variable which, during the phase of
emerging proto-industrialization, was ‘more than twice as important as the rise
in fertility in promoting population growth’

The impact of mortality as a structural variable in the growth of proto-
industrial populations is much less important than the marriage age. Rising
fertility, and not a fall in mortality, was usually the dynamic agent in the growth
process of rural ‘industrial populations’. The reduction in the marriage age, the
resulting increase in marital fertility, increased nuptuality, and an age-
structure favourable to high fertility proved strong enough, even after de-
industrialization had set in, to more than compensate the effects of high
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mortality.?” The specific mortality experiences of rural ‘industrial populations’
were often characterized by an asymmetry which separated the development of
infant and child mortality from that of the mortality of adults.® The phases of
the origin, expansion, and the final ruin of intensive industrial commaodity
production in the countryside were accompanied by high infant and child
martality which surpassed that of primarily agrarian regions.® Its long-term
significance consisted not only in considerably reducing the average expec-
tation of life in comparison with other rural population strata; it alsc lowered
the ‘growing-up rate’ and thereby reduced the percentage of individuals born
who would reach the age of procreation. This mortality pattern was most
clearly accentuated during the phase of de-industrialization, but even before
then, it constituted a differentia specifica of ‘industrial populations’ which set their
mortality experiences off against thosc of all social greups in primarily
agricultural regions that contained proto-industrial part populations. Here toc
the ‘inégalité sociale devant la mort” (H. Charbonneau) existed, but it was less
pronounced than in mono-industrial regions and localities.®®

The extremely high rate of infant mortality and the lower but still high rate of
child mortality call attention to the socio-economic causes of this proto-
industrial demographic pattern. These causes are to be found primarily in a
deterioration of the living conditions of industrial producers and the downgrad-
ing of their environment, l.e. in insufficient nutrition as much as in unhealthy
housing. The physical deprivation of children and young people through the
work-process was of less — but still considerable - significance. The different
mortality-experience of adults demonstrates that the harsh living conditions of
proto-industrialization did not affect the different age groups in the same way.,
Contrary to some ideological propositions which, in search for social harmony,
emphasized the ‘ethical’ and ‘social’ advantages of children working in the
‘ganzes Haus’ of rural industrial producers,?® infants and children turn out to be
the true victims of the proto-industrial system — a fact which is demonstrated
beyond doubt by demographic analysis.

In contrast to infant and child mortality, the mortality of adults frequently
declined during the phase of emerging proto-industrialization.®? The de-
terioration of living conditions, working conditions, and incomes, which tended
10 accompany the emergence of a proletarianized rural ‘industrial population’,
sometimes, but not consistently, lowered the expectation of life for adults even
before the critical final phase of proto-industrialization set in. But this is
relatively insignificant compared with the development of infant and child
mortality. In any case, rural ‘industrial populations’ did not, as a rule,
participate in that secular decline of mortality which was characteristic of
agrarian populatons since the middle of the eighteenth century.

In a few local case-studies it has been observed that the percentage of adult
women who survived to the end of their childbearing period remained
relatively constant during the entire proto-industrial phase®® This demo-
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graphically decisive aspect of adult mortality suggests the same conclusion
as do results from the calculation of the causal interrclationship between the
decisive factors which shaped the growth process of the proto-industrial
population in at least one potentially typical case: the ‘net reproduction rate™*
of successive generational cohorts of this population show that proto-
industrialization departed from the demographic equilibrium of traditional
agrarian societies, unstable and precarious though it was; but industrial
producers were unable to develop mechanisms which might have restored an
equilibrium within the demo-economic nexus of the proto-industrial system.
They were prevented from doing so by the constraints which the social relations
of praduction under the domestic system imposed upon them, and this situation
persisted even when their minimal subsisience needs were no longer guaran-
teed. A decline in the expectation of life and the attempt at controlling fertility
within marriage mighi reduce the ‘natural’ growih rate of the population
during the phase of de-industrialization, but a demographic equilibrium did
not re-emerge. Seen from this perspective, one is tempted to support E. A.
Wrigley's statement : ‘Industry came just in lime to save the day',** even though
the horrors of early factory-industry hardly warrant such a positive assertion.

3. Remarks on the change in the structure and course of
demographic conjunctures and crises

An analysis of the connections between economic and demographic conjunc-
tures and crises 1s helpful toward an understanding of the interrelationship of
economic and demographic variables in regions of proto-industrialization.®®
Up to now, the study of short-term cycles and changes has predominated,*” not
least because these were easier to handle methedologically. For the short-term
economic and demographic fluctuations in the period before industrial
capitalism constitute relative precise and limited phenomena which recur with
a certain regularity; their causes and the interrelationship of various factors
which determine their course can therefore be calculaied with precision.®®
Even though there still exists much controversy on this subject and even
though historical case-studies and regional developments are somelimes
difficult o fit into a stmple inlerpretive framework, a starting point for analysis
is provided by Ernest Labrousse’s theory of economic crises®® to which has been
added the concepl of a ‘crise démographique de type ancien® by Jean
Meuvret'® and Pierre Goubert.'*? On the basis of these theories, central aspects
of the interrelationship between economic and demographic variables in
agrarian societies can be understood, and perhaps it will eventually be possible
to explain the deviation of prate-industrial regions from this ‘classic’ pattern,
Labrousse’s study of the price- and wage-movements of the eighteenth
century French economy show the pattern of a basic pre-industrial cycle whose
short-term upswings and downswings were largely controlled by changing
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harvest-yields and consequent price and wage fluctuations.'® The changes in
grain production, mostly caused by natural, i.e. climactic factors, called forth
fluctuations in cereal prices, because the demand for basic foodstuffs remained
relatively inelastic in the face of a changed supply situation, These were the
crucial factors which regulated the ‘agriculturally determined business cycle’
{(D. Landes)"™ through the complex structures of local, regional, supra-
regional (though not necessarily national}, and international agrarian
markets.!**

The conjunctural effects of harvest fluctuations depended on the extent of the
oscillation in grain prices. W. Abel has rightly emphasized that minimal as well
as maximal grain prices generated economic crises.'® But the economy as a
whole was only affected during crises produced by food shortages and price
rises. Only they resulted in the subsistence crisis of the ‘type classique’ or ‘type
ancien’, and in rural and urban famines. In the countryside its main victims
were small producers and those members of the lower classes who, even when
economic conditions were normal, closed the subsistence gap by taking up a
side-occupation either as day labourers or as industrial producers. The latter
were affected by the crisis in two ways. The ‘agrarian crisis” deprived them of
their bread, and the ‘industrial crisis’ of their income. For the ‘industrial crisis of
the old type’, too, was determined by the movement of cereal prices. During the
months when grain prices were very high, the purchasing power especially in
cities and large urban centres was shifted toward food products on a short-term
basis. Consequently the demand for industrial products declined and industrial
incomes were reduced relative 1o other wages and incomes or sometimes
completely eliminated. Thus, the crisis of the ‘type ancien’ threatened the
industrial producers’ subsistence base in a double sense.,'”?

The social power of the subsistence crises manifested itself in their de-
mographic consequences. The ‘crise social des subsistences’ (P. Goubert),'%® i.e,
the classic crisis of food shortages and high prices, did not merely parallel the
‘demographic’ crisis, 1.e. it had more than a superficial functional relationship
to it. It was the ‘crise démographique de type ancien’. On the one hand, it
originated in the cause—effect relationship of harvest failure, rise in grain prices
and general economic and food crises; on the other hand, its demo-economic
results became a dynamic element in this basic economic cycle and its effects.
This was due to the fact that the combination of the medium-term growth and
decline of population, characteristic of traditional agrarian societies, and, on
the other hand, a generally narrow margin of resources, quite independent of
the accidents of nature, exercised an influence on the decisive variahle, namely
the grain prices.!®

Although this demographic crisis occurred only rarely in its ‘pure’ form, in
the sense that people simply starved to death without being also afilicted by
epidemics and diseases resulting from malnutrition, it could be distinguished
quite clearly from that second ‘autonomous’ variant of the demographic crisis,
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namely the *mortality crisis’, which occurred as a consequence of epidemic
diseascs without a crisis-like deepening of the subsistence problem.’!? Not only
was there a regular correlation between crisis-like fluctuations in cereal prices
and the so-called ‘crisis-mortality’; the ‘crise démographique de type ancien’
can be identified as a ‘crisis of the social substance’ only when its structural
effects are taken into account. Owing to these cffects, it acted as a regulator of
long-term demographic conjunctures and, consequently, as an impulse of
sccular economic processes of growth and contraction.!!

The structural effect of the demographic crisis is visible in the reaction of its
primary ‘conjunctural’ demographic variables: the birth, marriage, and death
figures. Their contrasting curves describe the crisis as a cyclical movement in
covariance with the rhythm set by the conditions of the harvest year and the
sudden risc of cereal prices. The crisis found expression in the acute rise of the
number of deaths and a simultancous decline in marriages and conceptions. It
reached its climax in close correlation with the peak in cereal prices, before the
demographic variables finally returned to their ‘normal position’, which,
however, would be importantly modified by the changes in the demographic
structure.

In the proto-industrial system, the harvest year lost its decisive influence on
reproductive behaviour as well as on the economic growth process, The new
dynamic arising from the interrelationship between economic and demeo-
graphic variables is largely due to this fact. Even contemporarics considered
proto-industrialization as a self-regulating proccss of ‘growing manufactures’
(A. Smith} where — contrary to ‘stationary manufactures’ — the economic
‘variations’ no longer showed ‘scnsible connections with the dearness or
cheapness of seasons’.’'?

This change in the configuration of demographic and economic variables
shows up systematically in an important detail: the traditional seasonal
fluctuations of demegraphic variablcs werce often modified during proto-
industrialization."'? Here the extent to which the reproductive behaviour of
proto-industrial pepulations had detached itself from the rhythms of the
agricultural year becomes apparent.

In particular, the birth curve changed, at least in the only example of a
population of rural artisans which has been studied so far with regard to this
question.!'* The example constitutes a significant marginal case insofar as it
concerns a population in which intensive domestic commeodity-production was
adopted mostly by women and children while the men continucd their
agricultural work on tiny holdings and, at most, took up industrial work during
the winter.""* Here the marriage-age of rural producers to a large extent
continued to follow the ecclesiastical calendar and the rhythms of the
agricultural year, and the seasonal distribution of mortality did not deviate
from the mortality pattern of agrarian societies, But the births very clearly
showed an ‘oubli des rhythmes ruraux’ {J. B. Bardet)''® similar to what has
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been found for the populations of larger cities since the seventeenth century.
The original pattern of the distribution of births over the year showed a large
number of births during the winter and a relatively low birth-frequency during
the harvest months of the summer. As rural producers adopted industrial
pursuits, winter births and summer births were ‘equalized’. The original
pattern which regulated sexual behaviour, conceptions, and births lost its
pertinence. It had been determined, among other factors, by the necessity to
tree the labour power of women from the burdens of childbirth during the
critical time of the working year, in order to assure the total application of their
work-effort in the interest of the family economy. The secular tendency for
winter births and summer births to become equalized shows that generative
reproduction among proto-industrial populations became divorced from its
determination by the agricultural year, as production became dependent on
supra-regional and overseas demand for industrial products and on the
resulting demand for labour.

The structural relevance which these conjunctural changes in demand had
for the growth of proto-industrial populations particularly shows up in cases
where proto-industrialization softened the impact of crises of the *old type’.
Even when the ‘classic’ economic circumstances prevailed, i.e. when grain
prices fluctuated greatly, the demographic effect did not take hold with full
severity '’ “The famine came but the holocaust halted’ (J. D. Chambers).'!®

To be sure, even in agrarian regicns, the violence and the demographic
effects of short-term local food crises declined as a consequence of the growing
supra-regional integration of agrarian markets and the formation of an
‘¢conomie céréaliére’ ( ]. Meuvret),!'? controlled and directed by market forces
and the state. But this may not be the decisive causal factor in the decline of
really severe mortality crises in proto-industrial regions. For a characteristic
feature of the new ‘conjunctural’ behaviour-pattern of prote-industrial popu-
ladons is the simultaneity of demographic crises of the “type ancien’ in the
agrarian regions and their weakness or occasional absence in neighbouring
regions with intensive rural industry.'?® The decisive economic determinant of
these changes appears to lie in the growing weight of the overseas demand for
industrial products,'?' which tended to make the conjunctural trends in proto-
industrial regions and in agrarian regions independent of each other. It did not
necessarily bring about an increase in the real incomes of rural industrial
households which would have raised them above those of the land-poor and
landless peasant classes in agrarian regions, but it made the incomes of
industrial producers relatively more stable, especially in times of harvest
failures. In any case, the increase in the level of employment, despite lower
incomes, was demographically more important than an increase in an income
which was received only intermittently.'?? Although the former did not raise
the average life-expectancy of the individual (since the secular decline of
mortality occurred in agrarian and not in proto-industrial regions),'? the
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preto-industrial population reacted to their relative independence from the
agrarian cycle with an increased dynamic of growth.

The structural conditions of this new dynamic and its conjunctural
implications manifested themselves in marginal cases, A food crisis might still be
followed by signs of crisis mortality, but the births and marriages no longer
fluctuated according to the classic pattern. They remained relatively inelastic
even when conditions deteriorated.'** One of the causes of the changed
demographic conjunctures of proto-industrial populations lies in this new
deme-economic configuration, Among rural artisans, the structural conditions
of permanent growth persisted, even though the population figure was reduced
by an increase in mortality.



4 o Relations of production—productive
forces—crises in proto-industrialization

1. The phases and types of relations of production: the precarious
independence of the indusirial family and emerging wage—labour
relations!

The existing literature on the emergence of capitalism misses two important
points. First, it fails to develop explicit models of pre-capitalist and transitional
relations of production. Secondly, it does not analyse systematically the reasons
why capital, which had long been present in the form of merchants’ and
usurers’ capital, penetrated into the sphere of production. These shortcomings
have significant consequences. To begin with, the differences between various
types and phases of relations of produetion are minimized or simply overlocked.
Wallerstein’s book provides arecent example. He calls every form of production
‘capitalist’ that is pegged for the emerging world market, and therefore
underestimates the gull that separates a mechanized industrial plant in the
Eurcpean metropolitan country from an encomienda or Gutswirtschaft in the
periphery.? Other authors, instead of explaining why capital advanced into
production, simply assume that capital has an inherent interest in doing so. The
following chapter does not try to cover the whele problematic of the transition
from feudalism to capitalism, but focuses on the proto-industrial sector. It
outlines specific models for the various types and stages of relations of
production in this sector and tries to analyse the specific “rationality’ of direct
producers and capitalists. One of the major conclusions from these models is
that capital does not have a built-in tendency to penetrate into preduction, but
merely an inherent interest in profit. What follows from this assertion is that
in order to explain the emergence of capitalist relations of production it is not
enough to quote some passages from Marx’s chapter on the ‘So-Called
Primitive Accumulation’ concerning the non-economic conditions of, and the
violent methods used in, this process. Rather it is necessary to make a
theoretical effort to understand the inner logic of pre-capitalist and transitional
relations of production about which Marx made interesting remarks, but
which he never really analysed. Furthermore, the theoretical models have to be
based on, and confronted with, the empirical data collected in the descriptive
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historical literature. For neither the merely descriptive schelarship nor
quetations from the classics provide an explanation of the emergence of
capitalism.

(a) Feudal orgamzation of indusirial commodity production

Industrial commeodity preduction in the countryside originated in the agrarian
economy. This is true not only in the sense that industrial work was carried out
by peasants, especially smallholders, before the development of a large non-
land-owning class; itis also true for the work techniques and work processes. In
particular the most important branch, the textile industry, was built on the
traditional skills and production tools of the rural population. Furthermore,
preduction was usually carried on in the family, which therefore functioned as a
‘unit of production’? though sometimes the familial core was supplemented by
one or two extra-familial labourers. While within the cities guilds increasingly
limited and largely prevented the artisanal work of women and children,* in the
countryside women and children were integrated into the production process.
Here a limited division of functions and a certain cooperation arose between
family members when women and children tended to perform the preparatory
and auxiliary tasks, But the division of labour practised within the family does
not seem to have gone very far?

Despite these connecticns concerning origin and form, the structural
conditions of intensive industrial preduction in the countryside differed from
those of agrarian production in impertant respects. First the marketed share of
this industrial production was much higher than that of peasant agricultural
production, i.e, home consumption absorbed much less of the industrial output
than of the agricultural output. Second and more importantly, the surplus
which exceeded the consumption of the direct producers {either direct
consumption of their own products or consumption mediated by exchange} was
largely appropriated in a different manner and by a different class than the
surplus of peasant agricultural production. Industrial commodity production
in the countryside, as a rule, was integrated less directly and less compre-
hensively into the feudal system than was agrarian production. This is most
clearly illustrated by the fact that rent in kind and labour services could remain
viable in agricultural production for the market, but rarely did either of them
form the basis of industrial commodity production.

Let us examine the reasons more closely. Before proto-industrialization
—and in most parts of Europe even during proto-industrializ-
ation — the peasant economy was integrated into the feudal organization of
agriculture, i.c. the agrarian producer had te turn over to his lord a portion
of his labour time or of his products, or their value, owing to the lords” ‘extra-eco-
nomic’ power particularly his power over the principal means of production,
namely land. Originally, this was true not only for primary production but alse
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for all things that peasants processed. As long as markets had been minimally
developed and products could only with difficulty be circulated by trade, use-
value had been the goal of peasant production as well as the goal of thce
appropriation, by the feudal lord, of the surplus which the peasant produced
beyond his own needs. This appropriation, therefore, had a basic, though
elastic, limit in what the lord’s household could consume.” When markets
emerged and expanded substantially, this limit ceased to exist. The con-
sequences of an increased Iintegration into the market affected the
lord—peasant relationship in fundamentally differen: ways depending on the
entire structure of the society and economy (which will not be analysed here) ®
These differences became visible during the agrarian crisis of the late Middle
Ages and the growth-phase of the sixteenth century. In parts of western Europe,
the commutation of labour services and rents in kind into money rents paved
the road toward the weakening and final disintegration of feudal ties. East of the
Elbe, on the other hand, the possibility of marketing grain in large quantities
brought about the establishment of the Gutswirischaft which was based on
‘second serfdom’, and extensive labour services.?

While in the entire eastern half of Europe the production of grain for the
market was dominated by this feudal system until the nineteenth century,'® it
was much less widespread in industrial commedity production.'' To be sure,
when the opportunity arose to market large quantities of industrial products,
the feudal lords made some efforts to appropriate such products by increasing
labour-services or rents in kind, i.e. in exactly the same way in which they
appropriated grain.!? But they often gave this up after a short time.'* Even in
eastern Europe, a strictly feudal mode of organization did not predominate in
the production of industrial goods for the market. Why this was so, is still far
from clear, but the reasons ought to shed light on the problems of the way in
which, and of the extent to which, the growth of industrial commodity
production stood in oppaosition to the feudal system and in the long run
undermined it. Whatever the answer, the social norms of the nobility and its
mentality do not, by themselves, provide a sufficient explanation. First, narrow
and quite rigid constraints were imposed upon the concentration of industries
as long as the feudal lord appropriated the industrial goods to be marketed
simply in the form of labour services and remts in kind, without amny
compensation te his subjects. For this required that the agrarian base of the
direct producers remained sufficient for their livelihood, which precluded the
emergence of a large class of landless and near-landless people who were mainly
employed in industry. Secondly, it is likely that the more highly developed
technology of industrial production and the considerable diversification of
industrial products demanded a higher quality of workmanship than could be
enforced under feudal relations of production, at least as long as they rested
chiefly on labour services and rents in kind. With regard to agricultural labour,
it was well known that the peasant applied more effort to the work on his own
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farm than to the services he performed on the manor.!* Thisis part of the reason
why in the countries of Guiswirtschafi the productive forces in agriculture
remained at a low level during this period so that the lord could content himself
with extracting a certain amount of labour or quantity of products, without
being much concerned about their quality. But differences in quality seemn to
have affected the marketability of industrial goods to a much greater extent than
that of the standard agrarian products which were being exported from eastern
to western Eurcpe. It can perhaps be formulated as a rule that the more highly
developed the production techniques in an industry were, and the fiercer its
competition in international markets with products from ‘freer’ regicns, the less
that industry was based on feudal labour services or rents in kind."

The feudal lord could try to overcome both these barriers by payving his
suhbjects for their work with part of the money which he received when selling
their products. Their agrarian base could shrink to the extent that they received
an income from their industrial labour, and the spatial concentration of
industry could progress. And if the direct producers’ incomes were linked to the
quantity and quality of their products through the payment they received, this
would give them economic incentives to increase and improve their output. If]
in this way, the feudal lord who sold his subjects’ products became a merchant
or putting-out entrepreneur, he would not have to share the quota, which he
appropriated, with a capitalist. He could also use his extra-economic power as
feudal lord to keep the price or piece-wages low which he paid as a merchant or
putting-out entreprencur. A number of examples exist from different parts of
castern Europe for this kind of incorporation of industrial commodity
preduction into the feudal system. But in general, feudal lords did not follow
this route. In fact, in some important regions they left it during the course of
prete-industrialization.'® This can perhaps be explained by a lack of liquid
capital. As long as, in the agrarian sector, the lord could still increase his income
by shifting more burdens onto his peasants rather than by making invest-
ments,'” and could therefore spend his money income almost entirely for
purposes of consumption, he had little incentive to act differently in the
industrial sector — namely to invest his money in commerce or industrial
preduction. This assumption is supported by the fact that the lords acted in
their industrial enterprises, as they did in their grain production: they
purchased very few of the required elements in the market but attempted to
produce them all on their estates.'® Thus they sought to complete the entire
production process from raw material to finished product on the estate —a
procedure for which the boundaries of a Guiswirtschaft, or even of a complex of
estates, were often too rigid.

Thus, in eastern Europe, it was apparently the rule, or at ieast it became the
rule during the course of proto-industrialization, that the feudal lord appro-
priated his portion of the industrial commodity production of his subjects in the
form of money rents, concessions, and similar indirect means,'® leaving the
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production and marketing of industrial goeds to the interaction between direct
producers and merchants or putting-out entrepreneurs. But this could not
occur unless merchant or putting-cut capital existed in the region. It could
either originate in the country itself, or the country could open itself to
capitalists from outside. Once this had occurred, the commutation of indus-
trial labour-services and rents in kind into money rents could mean an
increase in the lord’s income, for it turned out that production increased and its
quality improved when the direct producers’ incomes were linked to the
quantity and quality of their labour. Observers noted that they produced more
and better goods than they did under the conditions of cbligatory labour
services, when they received ‘regular’ payments for their work from merchants
or putting-out entrepreneurs.?”

As a rule, then, even in the area of second serfdom, industrial commodity
production was not feudally organized, in the narrow sense of the word. Such an
organization was the exception though it increased in frequency the further to
the East one went. Nonetheless, the money rents which the feudal lords drew
from the industrial employment of their subjects usually continued and could
cause them to take a lasting interest in the expansion of rural industry and of the
pepulatien, Important centres of proto-industry were built on this foundation.
But together with the undiminished strength of feudal relations in agriculture,
even this parasitic method of the feudal system of integrating the rural
industrial producers limited the possibilities of industrial growth,** as leng as
the dynamic of these new socio-economic forces could not shake off the fetters of
the feudal order.

(b} The Raufsystem: petly commodily-production and its interaction with
merchant capital

Even in the arcas of Guisherrschaft east of the Elbe, and much moare se in the
western parts of Europe, it was the exception rather than the rule that the rural
population delivered the products of their industry, without receiving an
equivalent compensation, to feudal lords who would market them. Instead, the
direct producers themselves entered into market relationships. But their
situation was significanily different from that of other petty commodity
producers. While many urban artisans and some peasants who produced for
the market sold their products directly to the consumer, this was impossible
once a specialized industry concentrated in a certain ‘proto-industrial’ region.
Since mass-produced goods could only be sold in relatively large markets and
since there are economies of scale to be gained in long-distance trade (3o that the
marketing cost per unit decreases considerably as the scale of transaction
increases) the attempts of producers to maintain the direct sale to consumers as
the regular form of exchange had to fail in the long run. Industrial
concentration in the countryside was made possible only where merchants
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opened up distant markets.?? Either merchants bought the products from the
rural producers and arranged for their sale, or some of the producers
themselves, as well as other wealthy villagers, assumed that function for all
producers. This intervention of commerce between production and con-
sumption was more than just a division of functions. It gave rise to an economic
dependence which gradually undermined the formal independence of the petty
commodity producer and in the end destroyed it. For the successful trader
could achieve considerable profit at the expense of the small producer who had
nodirect access to the distant market. In times of crisis and personal difficulty he
was in a position to extend credit to the producer against the unfinished product
and thereby obligated him to sell to nobody else. The big traders were in a
strong position anyway vis-2-pis the small dispersed producers, but where they
succeeded in limiting the competition among buyers by mutual agreements or
through public institutions, they could make that position even stronger and
lower the purchase prices. Consequently, the Kaufsystem, while not attacking
the formal independence of the petty producer in the area of production,
nonetheless entailed a considerable amount of ‘exploitation through trade’.*

Two different and in many ways contrasting elements interacted with each
other but each retained a certain degree of autonomy within their own sphere
as long as this type of industrial organization lasted.?* The sphere of production
was ruled by the laws of petty commodity production. The direct producer
owned the product which he made. For its manufacture he used home-made or
purchased raw materials, his own tools, his own labour power as well as the
labour power of his family, though net—or at least to a much smaller
extent — wage labour. He took the preduct to market as a commodity and
exchanged it for money in order to buy other commaodities. For part of the
money he exchanged commodities needed to repilace his means of production,
i.e. new raw and auvxiliary materials as well as replacements for worn out
production tools. The remainder constituted the net income of the famnily.?®
which cannot be divided further, since there was no wage labour. A division
into wages and profit is not appropriate under these conditions.”® This net
income was also converted into commaodities, namely those which the family
needed for its livelihood. With this reproduced labour power and with his
replaced means of production the petty producer could start the production
process from the beginning.

The sphere of circulation, on the other hand, was ruled by the laws of capital.
The trader brought his money to the market and exchanged it for the products
of many petty commodity producers, But he made this exchange only in order
to exchange those commodities for money somewhere else, This circuit
achieved a purpose only if the quantity of meney which he received at the end
exceeded that which he had had at the beginning. The trader was not interested
in the type of commodity (as long as he could resell it somewhere) but only in its
exchange value. Profit was the driving force behind this circuit, and depending
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on the economic power constellations, it could be made either at the expense of
the small producer in the act of purchase or at the expense of the consumer in
the act of sale or at the expense of both.

It was different for the petty commodity producer. He carried his product to
the market because he could not use the quantities produced in his own
household and because he needed money to buy other goods which he could not
produce himself due to his specialization {(which, in turn, was forced upon him
by the insufficiency of his agrarian base). His real goal when he went to market
was not the money which he temporarily held in his hands, but the use value
of the goods which he could buy with it. The fact that the goods obtained at the
end of this exchange process were qualitatively different from those which he
had carried to the market constituted the meaning of this circuit for him. [t was
therefore not necessary that the exchange value of the purchased goods should
be greater than that of the sold goods; rather, if this occurred, it was by
‘chance’?” One reason why the circuit took on these characteristics for the petty
commedity producer lies in the fact that he earned his income purely through
his own and his family's physical work-effort without utilizing the work of
others. Moreover, on the average and in the long run the returns to a person’s or
a family’s labour could not substantially exceed the means necessary for their
livelihood and for the repetition of the production process. The purpose of
production was limited to assuring the producers’ livelihood as long as
production was dominated by the average petty producers. Although their
needs and therefore the volume of production varied, they could not constitute
the engine of — in principle — unlimited growth.

The phenomenon of a ‘backward-bending supply of labour’ can be
interpreted as a consequence of this determination of production by the
producer’s needs; he slowed down production when an economic boom
increased his real income per unit of product. Whether and to what extent a
backward-bending supply of labour actually occurred, depended on a number
of conditions. It was the more likely to occur, the more the existing relations of
production made it possible for the direct producers to determine the course of
production, i.e. the less capital had penetrated into the sphere of production
and subjected the labourers to its interests by way of suppression or consumer
incentives.®® In addition, the incomes of the direct producers had to suffice,
under average conjunctural conditions, to satisfy their needs; for only then did
a rising real income per unit allow them to satisfy their needs by working less
and to lower their output. And even that depended on the condition that their
consumption needs remained relatively constant.?

The laws which regulated the sphere of circulation, dominated by
merchant capital, were different:*® no limit existed, in principle, to the
quantitative augmentation of value. Since the capitalist’s profit was based on
using the products of other people’s physical labour and since this involved the
labour of a large number of people, his consumption needs were not a decisive
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factor that determined the extent of his economic activity. That portion of his
profit which entered into his personal consumption was of miner importance
and was therefore not the driving force behind his activities as a capifalist.

For this reason, capitalists could take an interest in the cxpansion of
commoadity production when demand rose. Since the pursuit of profit was not
limited to the capitalist’s capacity for consumption, he would wish to invest
profitably whatever he earned beyond his needs. Unless there clearly existed
more attractive alternatives,? he would try to step up the quantity of his trade,
i.e. to always buy and sell again a larger quantity of goods during the following
turnover than he had bought and sold during the previous one. If the output of
the individual preducers was not increased, this was only possible when the
products of an ever greater number of producers could be bought. In asituation
of rising demand this goal was not just pursued by a few merchants to the
disadvantage of others, but by capital in general. For competition tended to
equalize and drive down profit rates, which the merchants could only
compensate for by enlarging the turnover and thercby the quantity of their
profits, as well as their individual market power. This meant that the total
number of industrial producers had to grow. And this is precisely what the
merchants tried to achieve during proto-industrialization, whenever marketing
opportunities opened up. Under such circumstances merchant capital had
tapped the rural labour power, which was larger and cheaper than that of the
cities, for industrial production® And under such circumstances, capital
continued to scize the opportunities offered by the changes in the social
stratification of the village™ and by the demographic growth-process’™ to
enlarge the number of industrial producers.®® This is how the concentrated
industrial regions came into existence, which specialized in the mass production
of one or a small number of products for far-away markets,* and which are
encompassed by the term ‘proto-industrialization’. When the labour powerina
region became insufficient, or when the growing demand for labour made the
producers try to improve their situation to such an extent that the merchant-
entreprencurs could employ labour more cheaply elsewhere, they opened up
neighbouring as well as more distant regions in order to tap their labour
reserves,*” This kind of spatial expansion was favoured by the fact that, in newly
industrializing regions, either more producers than in the old regions cultivated
a plot of land and could supplement their industrial incomes, or the price of
food was lower.*® This tendency toward extensive expansion was the main
reason why the quantity of industrial goods grew considerably during the
period of proto-industrialization 3®

(e} The putting-out system . the penetration of capital into the sphere of production

When the petty producer worked only upon being commissioned by a trader
under the putting-cut system (Verlagsystem),*® he lost the formal equality with
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which he had offered his products to the merchant under the Kaufsystem. For the
trader, the opportunity to bind numerous petty producers exclusively to himself
arose either from his economic superiority, especially when the producers were
indebted to him or depended on his raw materials.*! It could also arise from
institutional privileges which gave him a monopoly pesition.*? Such putters-out
came either from the class of merchants or, sometimes, from the ranks of
producers, and in the latter case often from the ranks of the ‘finishers’, i.e. those
who carried out the last stages of the production process.??

Within the putting-out system the step toward the penetration of capital into
the sphere of production could be a very small one. Once the petty producers
were indebted and received their raw materials from the same putter-out to
whom they had to deliver their finished products, no great barrier scparated
them from the situation where the putter-out remained owner of the raw
materials throughout the production process. This form of enterprise did not
become widespread in the European linen industry, at least not before the
nineteenth century and especially not where linen production depended on
locally or regionally produced raw materials** In the other branches of (the
rural textile industry as well as in several of the metal industries this variant of
the putting-out system predominated.*® Quite often the systemn here described
also involved a centralized plant where seme part or parts of the production
process were carried on.*

In the form of the putting-out system where the putter-out owned the raw
materials, capital had clearly begun to go beyond the sphere of circulation, i.e.
of trade, and penetrated into the sphere of production. Some of the means of
production nc longer belenged to the direct producers but had been
transformed into capital, i.e. into a value that was to create surplus value for its
owner. Out of the tolal cost of replacing the means of production the expenses
for raw materials, which were paid for by the putter-out, often constituted the
largest part.*’ For, the development of the productive forces being low, the
instruments of production must have been quite durable as well as relatively
inexpensive to acquire;* sometimes, indeed, they were manufactured in the
households of the very producers. The expenses for workshops could not have
been very high cither, especially since production was often carried on in the
producers’ homes.

In industries which used ncw and expensive machinery the instruments of
production often became the property of the putter-out as well.** In this case,
capital dominated the sphere of production almost completely.® The direct
producers no longer manufactured commodities which they sold as their
property; they merely sold their labour power for piece-wages (which included
the upkeep of the workshops which were also their homes).3! When capital was
invested in the instruments of production, part of it became fixed and could no
longer be transferred to other businesses as quickly as had been possible for
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merchant capital or even for that part of the putting-out capital which was
invested in raw materials. But the burdens and risks involved largely fell upon
the direct producers when the instruments of production were ‘leased out’ to
them in return for a fixed, often excessive payment. For the direct producers this
meant that they preserved a remnant or — at least the semblance — of power
over the instruments of production.”

In dealing with the preblems of organizing and directing the dispersed
domestic producers, the putter-oul ofien employed agents and middlemen
whose position and authority varied greally depending on local conditions.
They could be mere employces who carricd out orders and received fixed
commissions; or they could be quitc independent businessmen. But the
subordinacy and weakness of the mass of producers was increased rather than
reduced by this system, since these middlemen often reduced their incomes even
further.®

To the extent that the ownership of the means of production passed from the
domestic producer to the putter-out, the power to decide whether, what, how,
and how much should be produced also shifted from the former to the latter.
The direct producer, for example, who was no longer the owner of the raw
materials that he processed could not even begin his work unless these materials
were provided by the putting-out capitalist** But in order to achieve this
additional economic power, the pulter-out, in contrast to the mere trader,
needed an additional capital. The trader needed only encugh capital to cover
the price which he paid the petty commodity producer, and he needed it only
from the moment when he purchased the finished products until the moment of
their sale. The putter-out on the other hand, who owned part of the mcans of
production, was obliged to apply part of his capital before the production
process was started. Itis true that the piece-wage which he paid to the labourer
upon completion of the product was correspondingly lower than the price
which the independent petty commodity producer received; but since part of
his capital turned over more slowly, he needed a larger total capital in order to
carry on business on the same scale as the mere trader.> Therefore, in order to
derive the same profit per unit of time as the mere irader derived from his
capital, the putting-out capitalist had to realize a larger profit per unit of
product. It is true that capital has an inherent interest in maximizing profit,*
but it would be wrong to assume that it likewise has an inherent tendency 1o
penetrate into the sphere of production. Therefore, it needs to be explained how
and under what conditions an interest in the maximization of profit brought
about the penetration of capital into the sphere of produciion. For this to occur,
the profit rate that could be expected from production had to be not only equal
to, but greater than, the profit ratc common in trade alone. Put briefly, unless
such a putter-out could sell his goods at higher prices than the mere
merchant - which appears plausible only i they were of better quality — the
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production costs per unit must have been clearly lower than the purchase prices
which the mere trader had to pay to the small commodity producers.”” How
was this possible ?®

One explanation might be that the independent petty commodity producer
received a larger net income than was necessary for the reproduction of his
labour power — his net income being the difference between the prices of his
products and his expenses for the replacement of ihe means of production. He
therefore could keep at least part of the surplus product’ to himself. By contrast,
under capitalist produciion which began within the putting-out sysiem, the
‘surplus product’ fell to the capitalist entrepreneur,

If thinking along these lines is to help explain the historical transition from
the former to the latter system, a number of circumstances must be taken into
account which will modify it to no small degree. Apparently, it is not always
true that the petty commodily-producers achieved a larger net income than
was necessary for their own and their family’s livelihood, even if one includes
the produce from a plot of land that they might cultivate. In some regions,
teudal levies siphoned off everything procured above that minimum. Elsewhere
an abundant labour supply, perhaps enlarged by institutional limitations on
mobility, permitied traders — without becoming involved in production - to
drive down purchasc prices so low that the direct producers were reduced to the
subsistence minimum. Institutional arrangements and agreements among the
buyers, which limited ithe competition between them,*® artificially produced
such a situation, while measures and institutions which were to cut down the
competition among producers, like guilds and the exclusion of outsiders,
attempted to produce the oppaosite effect.® Anincentive for capital to penetrate
from the sphere of circulation into that of production could therefore have
existed only if the incomes of industrial producers were relatively high—a
situation most often brought about by an expansion of the demand for their
products which exceeded the growth of that part of the population which was
dependent on industrial employment for its livelihood.®' For only in this case
could the producers’ incomes be reduced and in this way production costs be
lowered.

But what would have induced them, under such circumstances, to give up
their independence and to use the means of production belonging to a putting-
out capitalist instead of their own? Ofien these seem to have been workers who
were newly drawn into industrial commodity-production during an expan-
sionist phase, or who had been employed in the workshops of others and now
wanted to become ‘independent’. In both cases, the start was easier if a putter-
out gave them the means of production and iessened their marketing risk by
giving them commissions.®? In addition, the succession of economic booms and
depressions, in conjunction with the petty producers’ indebtedness, must often
have irreversibly shifted power from them to the merchant entreprenecur. If,
during bad times, they had become indebted to him, he could make their
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seemingly temporary dependence on him permanent; anticipating an expan-
sion of sales in the long run despite the momentary crisis, he invested part of his
capitalinto raw materials and had them processed by producers who lacked the
means to buy them. He thus strengthened his economic position, which, under
improved economic conditions, made it easier for him to keep the piece-wages
low; it was more difficult for a merchant to keep the purchase prices low in a
situation of free play of supply and demand between him and the petty
commeodity producers.®

These mechanisms must have been reinforced by the fact that fewer and
fewer industrial producers owned even a small piece of land. It is true that
where agricultural incomes were too small for a family’s subsistence and where
the supply of labour exceeded the demand, the combination of agriculture with
industry had originally made it possible, indeed necessary, for petty rural
producers to accept lower industrial incomes per unit of labour time than those
producers who had 1o earn their incomes exclusively by industrial work®* But
this additional agrarian source of income must also have constituted a barrier
that made them less susceptible to the fiuctuations of the industrial cycle and
must have reduced their structural dependence on merchant entrepreneurs.
This must have been particularly the case where they remained small
independent producers in their agrarian production, even if that was confined
to home consumption.®® During the course of proto-industrialization, the pieces
of land in the possession of industrial labourers became smaller and smaller, and
the number of landless labourers rose,*® so that this barrier lost its effectiveness.

An investigation of the reasons which made putting-out capitalists enter the
sphere of production, by bringing about a more favourable cost—profit
balance in these relations of preduction than existed in petty commodity
production, must consider the relationship between capital and the direct
producers under the concrete and changing conditions in the markets for raw
materials, on one hand, and for finished products on the other. Finally, this
investigation must also deal with the conditions, and especially the changes, in
the sphere of production itself. Raw materials which came from relatively
distant markets could be bought much more easily by the putter-out than by
the individual petty producers. The latter had an approximately equal chance
only when the raw materials were produced in small, nearby farms or
workshops.® Whenever the demand for a certain product changed rapidly
owing to changes in fashion® or when entirely new articles were to be produced
and sold, all the advantages fell to that supplier who could bring the new
product to market first. This was easiest for the entrepreneur who owned the
raw materials, and possibly the means of production, and therefore could most
effectively prescribe the type of article which the direct producers were to
manufacture. Finally, it is important to consider the connection between the
capital-labour relationship on one hand, and the possibilities for the develop-
ment of the productivity of labour, on the other. The introduction of new
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techniques, tools, or forms of organization might mean that capitalists had to
assume the cost for some or all of the means of preduction;® but if such a step
promised to lower production costs and to increasc profit, a strong incentive
was provided for capital to undertake the innovations and enter the sphere of
production.

The petty producers fought against these newly-arising relations of pro-
duction as best they could. They resisted being cut off from the markets for their
products and being tied to a trader.” Thosc who were not crushed by the sheer
impossibility of continuing to produce refused to process the raw materials of a
putter-out and even tried to prevent him from distributing raw materials to
impoverished and indebted producers and thereby entering the sphere of
production.”! If they had preserved some independence as producers, they
resisted the introduction of those new production instruments which they found
too large and too expensive to purchase and whose ownership would further
strengthen the superiority of the putter-out.”?

At all these stages the resistance of organized urban guild artisans had greater
chances of success than that of the dispersed rural industrial producers who
could be, and often were, played off against the former?® The rural petty-
producers were conscious of the importance of being organized in groups, for
they tenaciously held on to the remains of guild and corporative rights — asfar as
they cxisted in the countryside.”* They also repeatedly attempted to form new
guilds.”® As long as they could hepe that a deterioration in their situation was
causcd by a temporary crisis, they refused to work with the capitalist’s means of
production in order to prevent their dependence on him from becoming
permanent and irreversible. But if, in fact, as a result of the economic
ascendancy of the new relations of production, this resistance was unsuccess-
ful,”® the workers turned toward fighting for their wages and working
conditions within the framework of the new form of industrial organization.
And strikes assumed a prominent place in the new struggle.”

As the petty industrial producers hecame more and more dependent on
commerce, and particularly as capital penetrated deeper into the sphere of
production, the social division of labour advanced. Consequently, the auto-
nomy of the petty producers and of their ‘family cconomy’ declined not only in
terms of their control over the material means of production, but also of their
power to structure the processes of production’® While in the making of
products for home consumption all steps of the production process from the raw
material to the finished article were often carried on within the household, this
hardly applied to those geographically ‘concentrated’ industries which pro-
duced for the market. Even in those linen-producing regions which were based
on local flax and hemp cultivation, it was the exception rather than the rule that
the cultivation and the processing of the raw material into varn, as well as
weaving were all donc successively in the same household.”® In the putting-out
system, apparently, this no longer occurred at all®*® Here several family
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members might do the same work side by side* or if the man, woman, and
children performed different tasks, these were not necessarily successive steps in
the production process; instead, the putter-out, who was alsc the owner of the
raw material, could interfere, apparently because the specialization of in-
dividual labourers was so advanced that is was more rational to recrnit the
workers for different parts of the preduction-process among the entire
workforce employed by a putter-out rather than within a single family #? In
such cases the family and household were no longer a production wmit in the
sense that the work process required the cooperation of all its members and all
earned an indivisible income through their common labour; instead, each
family member could earn an individual wage by separate labour. The family
and household was merely the focation where production took place. The family
continued to be a unit only with regard to consumption and reproduction. The
preduction process, on the other hand, which was dispersed among many
domestic work places, was given its unity by the entrepreneur’s direction and
control #*

(d) Tendencies to centralize production; capilalist manufactures

Even during the phase of prote-industrialization, some and occasionally all**
the steps of the production process could be centralized in a single production
centre where a larger number of labourers — mostly wage-labourers —worked
together  (Manyfaktur: centralized  manufacture).®  Such  centralized
workshops often supplemented rural domestic industry, but under certain
conditions they could replace them as well. When production was thus shifted
to a central workshop owned by the entrepreneur, the econemic functions of
family and household were reduced to consumption and the reproduction of the
labour power. This centralization was initiated either by the merchant or the
putter-out who added some workshoeps to his counting-house and his stock-
rooms with their workers, and, as a consequence, directly supervised some of the
productive labour. Alternatively, a few of the petty producers succeeded in
expanding their workshops and employing a considerable number of wage-
labourers. They thereby broke through the limitations of the family work-unit,
eventually gave up productive work altogether, and concentrated their efforts
on the supervision of the work of others and on marketing .2 Last but not least,
some who established centralized workshops rose from the heterogeneous group
of middlemen and agents in the putting-out system. In such centralized
workshops, new, more complex, and more expensive production-procedures
could be implemented, as well as larger and more expensive machinery
installed. But often enough, the same production-processes which were being
performed in small dispersed worksheps were simply centralized.

No matter how they had come about, all the means of production in large
workshops were normally the property of the entreprencur. His capital
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provided the mcans to pay for raw materials, auxiliary materials, the
replacement of the instruments of production, and the work space. To this were
added thc wagces of the labourers. Only after the entrepreneur had acquired all
these production-factors in the market could the production process begin. And
now it had no other goal than to sell the products, which it generated, at a
higher pricc than that which the entrepreneur had had to lay out. Profit, i.e. the
increase of the capital with which the entrepreneur had begun the production
process, had become the sole purpose of the process. The direct producers, on
the other hand, no longer had to bear any of the cost of the means of production
out of their incomes; but this also meant that they now no longer had anything
to sell to capital but their labour power. Their goal in selling this commodity
was in principle limited and was the same as that of the independent petty
commodity-producers. It consisted in the nse-value of the commeodities which
they exchanged for the money which they earned® (And their oppor-
tunity to earn an income in cxcess of the socially nccessary reproduction-
cost of their labour power was even smaller than in the case of the small
commodity-producers who depended on merchant capital to seil their goods.)
Industrial capital and merchant capital, on the other hand, had a common
motivation in the increase — in principle unlimited — of the exchange valuc of
the commodity. Neither the goals of the direct producers nor these of capital
were different in the higher forms of the putting-out system or in centralized
manufactures from what they had been in the Keufsystem. The distinguishing
feature between the two systcms lay in the distribution of power between dircet
producers and capital. Owing to the change in their objective positions within
the production process, capital was stronger in the higher forms of the putting-
out system than in the Kaufspstem and the direct producers were weaker.®®

There exists, therefore, a basic distinction between the two forms of
commodity production: either its goals are in principle limited to satisfying the
needs of the producers, or its goals consist in the essentially unlimited
maximization of profit. This distinction is identical with the difference between,
on one hand, the production of petty commodity producers who use their own
labour power and their own means of production, and, on the other hand,
capitalist production which rests on the separation of labour in the form of wage
labour, from the ownership of the means of preduction, in the form of capital #
Questions concerning the participation of several members in the preduction
process,” the identity of residence and work-place in the ‘ganzes Haus’®' or
the combination of industry with agriculture®? are not central to this basic
distinction, even though in other respects they provide important causal
explanations for a series of concrete social manifestations, especially those of
proto-industry.

The producers forcefuily resisted even the last step which deprived them of
the rest of their independence, namely the shift of work from their homes to a
location under the direct control of the entreprencur. For long as they
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continued to hope that their distressed conditions might improve, they tried to
avoid this step and survive by other means. When some of them had from sheer
necessily taken it, the others often encugh tried to defend their existence, which
was all the more threatened by the new competition, through protests and even
physical viclence against the large workshops.®

But despite such resistance, and despite the failure of many manufaciures,
the number of centralized workshops grew which operated profitably even
without being supported by privileges and monopolies. The reason why lies in
their economic superiority, Although the establishment of a centralized
manufacture required more capital than needed to be invested even in the most
highly developed forms of the putting-out system — especially more fixed
capital** which could not be suddenly withdrawn or increased according to
economic fluctuations — the profit rate must have been larger in these successful
manufactures than either in commerce or in putiing-out. This was hikely to be
the case where new production methods and instruments, which cculd only be
applied in larger workshops, greatly increased the productivity of labour.®?
Moreaover, given the spatial dispersion of domestic production, sometimes the
problems of transportation, and especially those of controlling the producers’
allempts of improving their low piece-rates by embezzling material and
botching their work, grew to the point where the centralization of production in
large workshops became profitable for the entrepreneur. But in general, the
benefit to be derived from centralization without new methods and instruments
which increased productivity was worth the investment of a larger amount of
fixed capital only in the case of particularly valuable materials and products,
and even here usually only for those steps of the work-process which decisively
determined the quality and marketability of the finished product.”® The other
steps of the production process were frequently combined with the centralized
workshop through the putting-out system, so that the whole enterprise formed a
partially centralized manufacture.?” This must have strengthened further the
position of the putter-out. For he now exercised complele control over
strategically important paris of the production-process in his manufacturing
workshop, and the domestic producers he employed became dependent on him
not only for raw materials and the marketing of their products, but also for the
finishing of their products into marketable commodities. During the course of
proto-industrialization, this form of enterprise became common in many
industries.®®

Centralized manufactures, then, superscded the domestic rural industries, as
well as the urban crafts, not in their entirety but only in parts; more often the
dispersed and centralized parts of the production process continued to
supplement each other.®® The reason for this was that the capitalist centralized
manufacture before the factory was based essentially on handicraft work and
did not bring about any revolutionary progress in productivity, Only when this
situation changed in one industry afler another, due te the Industrial
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Revolution and the factory system, did the large plants begin to decisively
replace the small workshops. Even here, dispersed production continued in
industries that had not yet been seized by mechanization ; indeed, depending
on the nceds of industrial capitalism, it could even expand, usually under
conditions of cxtreme dependence and misery. This lasted until even these
industries and these steps of the production process were rcached by the
revolution of the productive forces.'®

The stages in the development of the relations of production, which have
been described here, do not constitute a sequence in the sense that they
necessarily had to follow each other. In the course of the historical development
of an cnterprise or of a region or industry, stagnation or even retrogression
could occur, e.g. development might be arrested at the stage of the Kaufiystem or
at a low stage of the putting-out system. On the other hand, a stage could be
omitted, e.g. development might proceed directly from the Kaufsysiem to a type
of centralized manufacture or from some form of putting-out system to the
mechanized factory.'” Nonetheless, the trend in proto-industrialization,
though slow and irregular, is clearly recognizable: capital increasingly
penetrated into the sphere of production, and relatively independent petty
producers, who owned the means of their production, were transformed into
dependent wage-labourers. This trend could manifest itselfin two forms: either
the relations of production in an older proto-industrial region or industry
changed, or new industries and regions which were more capitalistically
organized grew in importance.'®

To recapitulate, the explanation of this trend must begin with an analysis of
the interests of capital as manifested under conditions of competition, on one
hand, and with the constraints under which the direct producers had to earn
their livelihood, on the other hand. The type of relations of production,
however, that emerged from the interplay between these interests and
constraints, also depended on the total set of conditions which originated not
only in the relatively narrow limits of a proto-industrial region, but in the
society at large, Therefore, the agrarian sector, a region’s position in the world
market, as well as political and institutional factors have to be taken into
account if this process within proto-industrialization is to be explained. (It may
be remembered that these factors are equally important for an explanation of
the origins of proto-industrialization.)

The new relations of production were a decisive precondition for re-
volutionizing the productive forces. Proto-industrialization made an important
contribution to the emergence of these new relations of production; their
complete and exhaustive development in all areas of material production was
the definitive sign of the emergence of industrial capitalism, in which proto-
industrialization, now ‘iranscended’ or ‘anulled’, met its end. On the other
hand, there were regions and industries where the trend of capital to pencirate
into the sphere of production was weak or arrested at an early stage : this was an
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essential reason why they industrialized late or not at all.'® In the extreme case
a region de-industrialized under the pressure of competition from regions that
had progressed from proto-industrialization to industrialization.

2. The development of the productive forces:
stagnation and progress

The growth of proto-industrial commodity production rested primarily on the
employment of an ever-larger number of labourers. Compared with industrial
capitalism, therefore, the growih of proto-industry took on an ‘extensive’ form.
But nol exclusively so, for the productivity of labour progressed as well.
Compared with earlier centuries such progress appears considerable'®* but it is
unspectacular when compared with thai under industrial capitalism,

Most likely the chief factors in the growth of productivity were changes in
organization, especially the progress in the division of labour. In general, the
kind of mass production which was practised in the regions of rural industry
and which specialized in a few articles must have been more efficient than the
occasional production of an article for home consumption in a peasant
household, as well as the production of an artisan who produced a variety of
goods on commission by the consumer. If urban guild-artisans, on the other
hand, mass-produced a single product, for example cloth or needles, they in the
long run competed unsuccessfully with rural industry, not so much because
their productivity was lower, but because rural producers could — or had
to — content themselves with a lower remuneration for their labour. This was so
partly because they obtained some food from a plot of land, or because food
prices were lower in the countryside; but partly, too, because they and their
families were more vulnerable to exploitation by merchants or entrepreneurs
because of the existence of a large rural labour-supply and the absence of
protective guild regulations.

The putting-cut system by itself did not entail an increased labour
productiviiy either. Rather, the putting-out capitalist adopted existing work-
processes and tools. Yet the management of different steps of the producticn
process by a single entrepreneur opened up important opportunities for
innovations. When ailempts were made to increase efficiency, the division of
labour could be manipulated with greater flexibility than was possible when
different production stages were divided up among autonomous guild corpo-
rations. The division of labour could alse increase far beyond what was possible
within a single artisan’s workshop or industrial family.'%®

When parts of the production-process were successfully centralized, this must
have meant a considerable advance in productivity over the dispersed rural
production. Only under this condition did the entrepreneur - in contrast to the
merchant or pulter-out — have any incentive to tie up a considerable part of his
capital in a manufacturing building and in tools and machinery; and only
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under this condition could he try — by offering higher and more assured
wages — to entice the reluctant petty producers lo leave their domestic
workshops and enter his premises, thereby giving up their last vestige of
independence. The advantage of the large centralized workshop was finally
realized in the fact that the use of transporiation rouies — which had tended 1o
lengthen with the growth of dispersed rural production — was minimized.
Furthermore, control and direction werc substantially morc cffective than was
possible even where the small workshops were supervised by a well-developed
system of middlemen; embezzlement and fraud, with which the merchant-
manufacturer had endlessly 1o contend, became more difficult. Last but not least,
the division of the production-process among cooperating workers could be
carried much further than belore, once the labourers were spatially con-
centrated in a centralized manufacture.'®

However, the advances in productivilty, achicved during proio-
industrialization, were not brought about exclusively by such improvements in
organization. New and improved production techniques and instruments werc
introduced, others were more widely applicd. The water-whecl, for example,
which had been known in Europe for centuries was applied to more and more
stages and branches of iron-making, processing, and finishing. It was used in
forging and cutting iron and steel, for drawing wire, making scythes, grinding
blades, tools, ncedles and pins. In textile production, the most important
industry according lo the number of workers it employed and the value of its
oulput, technological progress occurred in the production of yarn as well as in
weaving and various preparatory and finishing processes.'®” For example, the
treadle-operated spinning-wheel with the flyer, probably invented at the
beginning of the sixtcenth century, replaced the hand spindle in north-western
Europe during the sixteenth and sevenleenth centuries and was developed
further, In the eighteenth century, it moved inlo eastern and southern Europe,
The Dutch loom, on which several ribbons could be woven simultaneously, and
the knitting-frame emerged around 1600 and were gradually adopted in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, against heavy resistance put up by the
guilds. The throwing-mill, which was equipped with a large number of spindles
and operated by water-power or a whim-gin, had been developed in the
northern Italian silk industry in the late Middle Ages, but was hardly adopted
clsewhere in Europe until the seventeenth and eighicenth centuries. The flying
shuttle, invented in 1733, spread widely from about the middle of the
eightieenth century; it made the second man in weaving broad webs
unnecessary, considerably shortened the production time of narrow cloth, and
improved the quality of products. In many places, improved bleaching, dyeing,
and finishing methods were introduced.

But the importance of these European productivily-increases must not be
overestimated. In contrast te the advances in productivity made in England
at the end of the eighteenth century they were revolutionary neither in cxtent
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nor in character. For example, the water-driven scythe-hammer raised the
output per unit of labour to five times that of a hand forge. The treadle-
operated spinning-wheel with the flyer may have increased yarn production
per spinner and time unit by a third compared to the hand spindle. The Dutch
leom increased the productivity of labour perhaps four-fold, the knitting-frame
perhaps ten-fold, the flving shuttle probably doubled it. The spinning machines
of the late eighteenth century, by contrast, immediately increased the
productivity of labour ten-fold, and after a few more years of development, at
the end of the century, they exceeded the efficiency of the spinning-wheel a
hundred-fold.'®®

Some of these technical innovations had considerable repercussions for the
relations of production. The Dutch loom and knitting-frame, for example, were
so expensive that the direct producers could often not buy them, so that a
putter-out had to provide them and the direct producers became wage
labourers who did not own the means of production.’®® This often led to the
installation of several such tools in one workshop, which clearly went beyond
the boundaries of a single family work-unit.!!'® Other items of equipment,
especially the water-driven machinery in the metal and textile trades, from the
outset required the cooperative labour of just such a larger number of workers
concentrated in a central workshop. They thereby brought about the
separation of the home from the workplace and the subjection of the worker to
the direct control of the entreprenenr. Often the introduction of new or
improved finishing processes had similar consequences, for example in
bleaching, dyeing, and the printing of calico.!!!

Nonetheless, during the phase of proto-industrialization such economic and
social effects of technological progress were not nearly as sweeping as they
became during the Industrial Revolution. First, the instruments of production
used by the large majority of proto-ind ustrial labourers remained such in size,
complexity, and motive power that they could be installed in the direct
producers’ homes. Secondly, the important innovations, including those
which led to centralized production, tended to occur in specialty and luxury
industries, rather than in industries with mass markets like the linen and later
the cotton trades. When they did occur in the latter, they affected the finishing
processes more than spinning and weaving, but these were more significant
because they employed more workers. Only when innovation seized the main
stages in those branches of industry whose mass markets had a vast potential for
expansion, were other production stages and branches affected as well; and so,
indeed, was the entire economy and society. Then each innovation brought
another in its wake.”'? In this regard the flying shuttle was an important step
which increased the productivity of weaving for a variety of fabrics and thereby
created a bottleneck in the provisioning of weavers with yarn. But it did not
have the revoluticnary character of the spinning-machines of the late
eighteenth century. Compared with these, the productivity increase of the
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flying shuttle was small, and moreover, it could be introduced in the workshops
of domestic producers and did not require a large centralized plant.!?

Just as certain innovations which increased productivity stimulated a
change in the relations of production, these, in turn, are of fundamental
importance in the overall configuration of economic, social, and cultural factors
which determined the development of productive forces. Especially during the
phase of proto-industrialization, when stagnating regions and industries existed
beside others which progressed, an explanation of such differences appears
possible only when it is taken into consideration that the relations of production
differed threugh time and space. These questions can be further illuminated by
a comparison with older and simultaneous feudal conditions in the agrarian
sphere, as well as with urban guild structures and with the subsequent
conditions of industrial capitalism.

First a comparison with feudal conditions: it has been pointed out earlier that
as long as markets had been undeveloped a fundamental barrier existed to the
interests which the feudal lord had in enriching himself, this barrier being the
consumption capacity of his household. The barrier fell when markets opened
up for the goods which his serfs produced. But this did not usually mean that he
tock measures to increase productivity, for there were other ways of expanding
his income, which he preferred because they did not require that he use part of
his revenue for investments. He was far more likely to try to increase his share of
the total product at the expense of his serfs than to enlarge the volume of the
total product. Or he simply profited from changes in the terms of trade. In any
case, the growing income of feudal lords during this time is hardly the result of
increasing labour-productivity.''* The interests of the serfs, too, prevented it. If
they pertormed labour services and produced goods which had te be turned
over to their lord, they obviously had no interestin increasing their efficiency.''?
If their services and rents in kind were commuted into money rents, the
participation of the feudal lord in the economic process took on more parasitic
forms so that hisinterest in, as well as his possibilities for, improving production
are unlikely to have increased. The position of serfs who took their own products
to market approached that of petty commodity producers, but it remained
distinct insofar as serfs were economically weakened by feudal dues.

For the average petty commodity-producers, the use value of the com-
modities which they exchanged for their products was the goal of production,
rather than the unlimited maximization of their income."'® Nonetheless, the
expectation of improving their living conditions might have stimulated their
interest in increasing their productivity. Since consumption, at any given time
in history, could be increased only by a limited amount, it could not provide the
incentive that would permanently revolutionize the productive forces. {This
became possible only with industrial capitalism, when production was
dominated not by consumption needs, but by the interest in, and — as a result of
competition — the necessity of, the maximization of profit and the continuous
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accumulation of capital.) In addition, for a number of reasons, the limited
interest which the mass of petty commodity-producers might have in develop-
ing the productivity of their labour could change into a lack of interest or even
resistance. This effect was produced, in particular, by the fear that a
considerable increase in production through the improvement of tools and
machinery would in the long run lead to unemployment."? Often enough, too,
the average petty industrial producer must have been prevented from adopting
technological innovations which required additional expenditures, because his
economic base was too weak. This is most likely one of the reasons why new and
improved tools and techniques found acceptance much more slowly in
eastern Europe, where the petty industrial producers in the countryside were
dependent not only on merchants or putters-out but were also subject to
considerable feudal burdens.!’® But even in England, the resistance of weavers
was apparently directed not so much against the innovation of the flying
shuttle per se as against the payments that had to be made under patent law for
its use.''¥ Finally, resistance appeared when innovations threatened to restrict
or eliminate the independence of the direct producers, for example when a new
tool was too expensive for the petty producer and he had to ‘rent’ it from a
capitalist, or when it could be operated only in the central production facility of
the entreprencur.

A fundamental interest as well as these specific reasons for resistance united
all types of petty commodity-producers in contrast to the industrial capitalist.
In this respect, no difference existed between, let us say, urban guild artisans
and rural families of industrial producers. Nonetheless, some innovations,
which were most violently and to some extent successfully combated by urban
guilds, were introduced into rural industry. This applies, for example, to the
Dutch loom and the knitting-frame.'?® While, in the event of conflict arising, all
petty producers were more interested in assuring the adequacy of their incomes
as well as tolerable living and working conditions than they were in increasing
cutput through innovation, the town artisans had their guild organization
which could be used as a rather powerful means of defending their interests
against deviant individual producers as well as against merchants, putters-out,
or entreprencurs.'?! The rural industrial population, on the other hand, usually
had no such strong crganization but lived and worked dispersed in the villages.
They were more dependent on distant markets, with their economic fluc-
tuation, and therefore on merchants, putters-out, or entrepreneurs. Wherever
effective guild organizations did exist in the countryside, the forms and effects of
resistance against threatening innovations were quite similar to those in towns.
The scythe-smiths® guild in the region of Remscheid (Rhineland), for example,
fought quite successfully against the introduction of water-driven scythe-
hammers.!22

In contrast to the mass of petty commodity-producers, the merchant had the
capital necessary for innovations. Moreover, his interest in enlarging his capital
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by maximizing his profit was in principle unlimited.!?* As long as he remained
only a merchant, however, he did not try te achieve this goal by increasing the
productivity of labour. Rather, he responded to expanding demand by buying
up the products of an increasing number of industrial producers in ever more
distant rural areas, and, if possible, in such areas where the industrial incomes
did not have to cover the entire livelihood of the producers.’?® And he
responded to contracting demand and falling profits by lowering the prices paid
for the products of petty producers'*® and by limiting, even discontinuing, the
purchase of their products. To a crisis of long duration he might respond by
trading in different products and by investing his capital elsewhere, In addition,
a part of mercantile profits must often have arisen from the legal and social
dependency and the inexperience of producers and consumers. As long as
capital remained within the sphere of circulation and the capitalist as merchant
expended his money only when the product was finished, he must have had
little interest in interfering with the production-process in order to increase
preductivity. In any case, he was hardly in a position to do so. Commerce
praomoted the growth of the national product only indirectly, in particular by
contributing to an advancement of the social division of labour and regional
specialization, as well as by the lowering of the transaction costs per unit of
product which resulted from the distribution in bulk.!?®

The situation changed when ~and to the extent that — capital e¢ntered the
sphere of production. In this way the structural conditions emerged which, for
the first time, could direct the interest which capital has in accumulation and
expansion — an interest which had existed in earlier periods as well and also
applied to merchant capitalists and usurers — toward a systematic development
of the productive forces. Already the putting-out capitalist, who owned the raw
materials, profited from the shortening of production time as well as from the
economizing of materials, for his profit rate was increased by them, This was
even more true for the entrepreneur who owned the instruments of praduction:
he profited, in addition, from the improved utilization and from the improve-
ment of the production tools. Even if he gave his labourers an incentive to
accept the use of new or improved instruments in the form of higher wages per
unit of labour time, nobody could prevent him from drawing the main
advantage from the utilization of such instruments since he was their owner. As
the direct producers’ dependence on capital increased, so their chances
declined of benefiting directly from increases in productivity., Their motivation
to adopt such advances, therefore, cannot have become more lively, Their
power, however, to resist them, when they saw their interests threatened,
tended to decline as production became more and more dominated by capital
and the workers were subjected to its discipline.’®

The penetration of capital into the sphere of production, effected either by
merchants or by individual petty commodity-producers who did not adhere to
the norms of their fellow producers, was a long-lasting process conditioned by
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many factors.’?® By the same token, the potentiality for the development of the
productive forces which was created by this process became reality only slowly.
To a growth or decline in demand, for example, the putter-out who owned the
raw materials is likely to have reacted, in the beginning, much like the
merchant, that is by enlarging or reducing the number of his labourers and
thereby adjusting his wage expenditures.!? If he also owned the instruments of
production and the building where work took placc, his opportunity 1o enlarge
or reduce his capital investment in the short run was limited. But he gained
power to reshape the production process when the situation in the factor or
product markets promised higher returns from the introduction of an
innovation. The advance of capital into the sphere of production created the
possibility for capital to profit from cost-saving improvements of the process of
production. If this potentiality was to become reality, i.e, if the interest of
capital was to become an active torce which increased preductivity, a situation
must be assumed in which the demand for industrial products grew con-
tinuously and much faster than the available labour power,'* and in which,
therefore, given a relatively free play of supply and demand, wage costs roge,'™!
but in which all capitalists strove, under the pressure of competition, tosell their
products as cheaply as possible in order to achieve as large a market share as
possible. Under such circumstances, capitalists, in order 1o lower their wage
costs and thereby undersell their competitors, had to increase productivity. But
this mechanism could only take effect and lead to the cumulative process of the
Industrial Revolution, after capital had entered the sphere of production and
subjected the direct producers 1o its control. Only to the extent that this
occurred did capital profit from changes in the production process which raised
productivity, and only then did it have the power to effect such changes.

3. The character of economic fluctuations: crises of the ‘“type ancien’
cansed by harvest failures —crises resulting from political
causes — heginnings of a cyclical movement of the economy generated
by capital

Industrial commeoedity-production in the countryside had a twofold origin. It
rested, on one hand, on the special conditions in certain regions which
prevented part of the rural population from earning a sufficient income from
agriculture and, on the other hand, it depended upon the opening up of markets
in other regions, countries, and continents. Consequently, the economic
fluctuations in proto-industrial regions were conditioned both by the circum-
stances within the region or in nearby regions as well as by developments in
international markets and in the competing proto-industrial regions of other
countries. In addition, the economic fortunes of proto-industrial regions were
influenced by the emergent capitalism as well as by the agrarian sector, for such
regions remained integrated into predominantly agrarian societies.
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Nevertheless, during the course of the proto-industrial phase, depending on the
stage of development in individual countries and regions, the weight of the
factors which determined economic fluctuations shifted and as a consequence
the character, extent, and eflects of the crises changed.

Natural conditions still exercised a great influence on the course of the
economy. The climate in particular directly influenced the fluctuations
between normal, good and bad harvests which led to the erises of the ‘old type’.
Yet the eflects of such natural factors were also socially determined.
Fluctuations in the weather could produce the disastrous consequences of the
crises of the ‘old type’ cnly because the productive forces in agriculture were
little developed, which, in turn, must be seen in connection with the relations of
producticn which failed to stimulate their development or even prevented it.!32
The fact that such crises weakened under the progressive conditions in England
helps to prove this point.'*® The shift between good and bad harvests still had
constderable importance for the proto-industrial regions. This was true, first of
all, because the industrial population needed to be provided with food. Even
local harvest-fluctuations continued to influence the fortunes of petty rural
industrial producers in areas where many of them worked a piece of land to
provide for their own needs. Still, as long as the harvest did not fail completely,
the agrarian bhase was a buffer against the effects of dearth for the small
producer. But since the percentage of producers without sufficient land grew
during proto-industrialization, their provisiening with food was more and more
dependent on the price fluctuations in the grain markets, which tock on an
increasingly inter-regional, indeed international, character, due, in part, to
improvements in transportation.!®® The fact that proto-industrial regions
participated in social unrest during times of dearth shows that the situation of
petty industrial producers was strongly influenced by the price movements of
their basic foodstuffs.'?*

The raw-material basis, too, remained dependent on the regional fluc-
tuations of the harvest cycle, if the raw materials that were processed in a
particular proto-industrial region were produced within that or a neighbouring
region; this often applied to flax and hemp, and sometimes to wool. However
the harvest-fluctuations of foodstuffs and those of industrial raw materials did
not necessarily run parallel,'*® and since the raw-material prices usually
constituted only a small portion of the cost of the finished product, the harvest-
fluctuations and the price-movements which they entailed for raw materials are
likely to have affected the industrial cycle less severely than the movement of
grain harvests and grain-prices did.!*” On the other hand, the prices for raw
materials and semi-finished products were by no means consistently de-
termined by the market opportunities of the finished preduct.!®®

Crises of the old type had a disastrous effect on the industrial population
in a double sense. Not only did the prices of the most basic foodstuffs rise
precipitously, but the bulk of the population was forced to spend all available
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income on food which caused the demand for industrial products to shrink
drastically so that sales and employment opportunities in industry
declined — and that probably more steeply than prices and wages. Con-
temporary reports and historical statistics indicate not only that this vicious
circle affected the urban crafts, but that numerous rural industrial regions were
also subject to it. A small agent of the Swiss cotton industry, whose family was
hard hit by the food crisis of 1770, wrote: "T'rading declined as the food prices
rose, and the poor spinners and weavers had no other recourse but to borrow
and borrow again,”® In 1740 and 1752, when grain prices peaked, the index of
woollen~cloth production in the area of Rouen declined by 16 and 30 per cent
respectively of the average volume of the 17405 and 17505, Similarly, when in
1770 and 1772 grain prices in Brittany rose by 31 and 38 per cent respectively,
linen production decreased by 18 and 19 per cent compared with the average of
the surrounding one-and-a-half decades.’*® During food crises, proto-industrial
regions were not only hit by the contraction of demand, but could be subject to
disastrous demographic consequences as well: in Electoral Saxony, mortality
doubled in 1772, while simultaneously births declined by almost one third, and
the population lesses in the industrial regions of the Erzgebirge and the
Vogtland were significantly higher than this average for the entire state.'*!

But there was a difference between the industries which worked for distant
markets and those whose products catered for the local demand. In times of
dearth the former could avoid the additional negative effects on the demand for
their products, if the regions where their products were consumed remained
unaffected by the rise in cereal prices.!** Those industries which worked for
overseas markets escaped the worst consequences of the great food-crises that
swept through large parts of Europe. In 17712, for example, the value of linen-
exports from Silesia increased by 29.7 per cent above the average of the previous
five years, even though sales in the Prussian provinces and the Empire had
fallen perceptibly because of the harvest-failures. The reason was that the chief
markets for Silesian linen preducts were to be found overseas in ‘England,
Holland, France, Spain, Portugal, the West Indies, and other parts of the
world’, and these exports rose by 58.6 per cent. Even during the hunger-year of
1772-3, according to census figures — incomplete though they are — this level
was maintained and it was slightly exceeded again during 1773—4.'4% This,
however, should not lead to the conclusion that such regions no longer felt the
effects of the food crisis at all, for contemporary reports testify to the contrary.'+*
Even though the continuing uptake-capacity of the distant markets prevented
industrial prices and wages from falling and unemployment from spreading,
the prices of foodstuffs far outstripped the incomes of petty producers. $till, the
effects of the crisis were mitigated and its disastrous demographic consequences
limited or prevented.'*?

But while the interaction of proto-industrial regions with the world market
offered the chance to escape the negative effects of food crises upon industrial
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demand, the new network of international dependencies contained new risks as
well, Competition in distant markets became international. Not only did
several German linen-regions compete with each other for outlets in the
American colonies, but Flemish, French, Scottish, and Irish ones competed as
well, The fortunes of proto-industrial regions, their rise, stagnation, and ruin,
were all determined in this international network. The prices of their products
became international.'*® But the efficiency of the individual region participat-
ing in this international competition, i.e. the question whether its producers
could or could not produce at the price fixed in the international market while
maintaining their subsistence, was primarily determined by the economic,
social, and institutional conditions within that region.

Proto-industrial regions were drawn not only into international competition,
but also into the fluctnations of world trade. These frequently had political
causes: changes in the economic and tariff policy of other countries, political
upheavals, and military conflicts. Especially during this period, economic
causes and goals, in addition to directly political and military ones, tended to lie
at the root of conflicts.'*” Politics and war in Europe and its colonial
dependencies were often determined by the competitiveness of the emerging
national economies, if the stimulating and the crisis-producing effects of politics
and war upon industrial production are to be analysed, diflerentiations must be
made according to time period, country, and industry, and short-term effects
must be distingnished from long-term consequences. The direct influences of
war could be extremely harsh, as the Silesian linen weavers had to realize on
several occasions during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. When
enemy forces marched through the province in 1761-2 and at the same time
overseas connections suflered because England turned away from Prussia, the
value of linen exports from Silesia fell by 78 per cent from one year to the next,
according to oflicial statstics. Exports to ‘England, Holland, France, Spain,
Portugal, the West Indies, and other parts of the world’ were reduced by as
much as 88 per cent. (It should be mentioned, though, that the census for that
crisis year may be incomplete.'#®) Exports were sharply reduced in 1793 during
the wars of the French Revolution,'** and the Continental Blockade was a severe
blow that lasted for years. According to the export table of the Landshut linen
trade, the annually-exported quantity of linen products fell by 67 per cent
during 1807-13 compared with the average of the years 1800-6; indeed,
during the worst year, 1813, it declined by 85 per cent.}*®

It needs 10 be carefully investigated whether and, if so, to what extent an
‘endogencus’ economic and specifically industrial cyclical movement was at the
root of fluctuations during the phase of proto-industrialization, instead of or in
addition to harvest fluctuations or political cvents. Proto-industry obviously
contained some of the structural conditions of such a cyclical movement'*!
which leads from expansion to over-production, i.e. to the expansion of
production beyond the effective demand of those who have enough money to
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buy, and thereby to a crisis. To what extent these conditions existed, depended
on the concrete relations of production.

Already, with commodity production and the severance of the unmediated
relationships of natural exchange between producers, and their replacement
by money-mediated trade, the possibility arose of the interruption of the
circulation process. This happened when a producer sold a product without
buying ancther one thereafter, so that another producer was prevented from
converting A5 product inte money. The larger and more distant the
markets — taking into consideration the poorly developed communications-
system — the more importance would attach to the fact that, at the beginning of
the production-process, the effective demand was an unknown quantity, one
that would emerge only ‘a posteriori’, that is to say only after the commodities
produced were offered in the market. Under contemporary transport-
conditions, a long period of circulation elapsed between the finishing of the
product and its final consumption,'*? which made industry susceptible to
disturbances, especially when credit was wused.'** Since in proto-
industrialization, capital mediated the commodities between the direct pro-
ducers and consumers, an interest was added to these structural factors that
could set off a cycle of crises. For the petty commedity-producers, the basic
purpose of production lay in the satisfaction of their needs, and they had no
interest in interrupting the social process of circulation by withholding the
money obtained for their products instead of exchanging it for the products of
others; nor did they wish to increase the quantity of their products without
limit. Moreover, their economic weakness did not permit them either of these
courses of action. But for the trader, the purpose of economic activity consisted
in the basically unlimited accumulation of capital.'** Given favourable
marketing-expectations, this interest in accumulation led to the expansion of
his business activity, which always included the possibility that the capacity of
markets would be over-estimated, so that stores of goods piled up, prices
declined, and the goods could only be sold at a loss. For expansion was often
overheated due to speculation, financed by extensive credit, and carried on
simultaneously by many merchants in a number of competing regions. In this
situation, there existed an interest, indeed the necessity, for the merchant to
limit or even interrupt the recenversion of his money into products. He lowered
the purchasing-prices so that the sales prices again covered his purchasing-
prices plus his overhead and profit, and his business restored to health. In
addition, since he was overstocked, he limited his purchases, either because he
was forced to do so in order to meet his obligations or because he preferred to
trade in goods that were not affected by the marketing crisis. He could easily
switch to another commedity, since his capital was not tied up in the sphere of
production and, more likely than not, was already invested in trading in a
variety of products.!*® And indeed, there exist reports of such booms and
‘trading-goods crises’ for the period of proto-industrialization.!3® These crises,
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however, did not originate endogenocusly in the interaction between merchant
capital and commodity production. Rather, they were caused by political and
military events or by fluctnations in the money and credit situation, which, in
turn, did not originate primarily in the sphere of industrial production.
Consequently, the cyclical movement of commedity-production, mediated by
merchant capital, was a contributing factor to the crisis but cannot be regarded
as its fundamental characteristic nor as its intrinsic cause.

If, during the period of expansion and under the condition of a relatively free
play of supply and demand between petty industrial producers and merchants,
the real income per unit rose ahove the consumption-needs of the producers,'?
and if the producers could therefore reduce their working hours and the volume
of their praduction, this should have brought about an anticyclical effect that
counteracted the danger of overproduction. For it must have been difficult and
costly for the merchant to offset this decline in supply by employing new
labourers in distant areas at short notice. In fact, he had to overcompensate the
decline in supply if he wanted to benefit from the increasing sales opportunities.
But once a marketing crisis existed, the attitudes of petty independent
commodity-producers must have reinforced it. Most likely, they tried to
compensate for the fall in prices for their products by enlarging the volume of
their preduction as far as their own and their family’s physical strength
permitted.’*® The quality of their production, however, might have deterio-
rated.’*? Aslong as they had no other opportunities to gain an income, they had
no choice but to sell their products even at the lowest price, even if it covered
only the cost of their means of production and a minute net return for their
subsistence, for — as has been pointed out — the item ‘wages’ did not enter their
calculation.'®® In extreme sitnations, it is reported, the petty producers did not
even recover the costs of their means of production. But even for petty producers
such pro-cyclical behaviour had limits beyond which they could not go. First,
there were limits to their capability and willingness to endure such distress. In
1793, for example, the weavers rebelled in Silesia, and — something conceivable
only among petty commeodity-producers — they rebelled more fercely against
the yarn traders (who had raised the yarn-prices by 11-13 per cent in the
course of a year ending February 1793) than against the linen merchants who,
due to marketing problems caused by the war, had lowered their purchase-
prices by between one sixth and one third. These opposite movements of
prices went so far that the weavers could not even cover the cost of yarn with the
money that the merchants paid them for their products.!®! A further barrier
against the expansion of production under very low net incomes was the fact
that the petty industrial producers could not— or could only to a limited
extent — continue to work when their gross income covered less than the cost of
their livelihood at minimum subsistence level plus the cost of replacing their
means of production, and when their credit was exhausted'? — something that
happened all too quickly unless they owned a house or land. Furthermore, it
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must be remembered that in a crisis in which the merchants had few liquid assets
and their stores were full of unsaleable goods, they limited their purchases even
when prices were falling so that the petty producers were unable to sell anything
at all. When, finally, their misery outlasted their capacity to survive or when
no prospect of improvement remained, the petty producers must have
turned to other kinds of work, if any existed, rather than starve to death. But
such alternatives were not available at all times and in all regions of proto-
industrialization. It was often only during the course of proto-industrialization
and as a conseqguence of it that it became possible to find employment at piece-
wages for a putter-out, or as a wage labourer in a centralized manufacturing
facility.

To the extent that capital gained ground in the sphere of production, the
distinctive features of the economic behaviour of independent petty producers
were whittled away. This tendency was at its most obvious in crisis situations.
Already in the putting-out system, where the raw materials were owned by the
capitalist, the entrepreneur not only lowered the piece-wages when he
encountered marketing problems — as the merchant lowered the purchasing
prices; he also distributed fewer, and in extreme cases, no raw materials to his
labourers, as soon as his sales prices no longer sufficed to cover the price of the
raw material, plus the piece-wages, plus his profit. Since they lacked the
necessary means of production, the direct producers could no longer attempt to
offset their reduced income per unit by increasing the volume of their
production. It was the capitalist who determined how much, if anything, could
be produced. This means that ever since capital had entered the sphere of
production, the immediate consequence of a crisis was unemployment.'s?
However, if a ceonsiderable amount of fixed capital was invested in the
instruments of production and possibly also in centralized manufactures, it
could in the long run be less detrimental for the entrepreneur to maintain,
rather than interrupt, at least that special part of his production, provided his
financial situation permitted this and an end of the crisis could be expected'é* —
particularly when he employed specialized labourers, who were hard to find.

To protect themselves against a potential reduction in the supply of labour
when demand was rising, the putters-out, when business was normal, might
give out raw materials to a slightly larger number of producers, all of whom
remained slightly underemployed. In this way, the merchant-manufacturer
tied a reserve labour force to himself in case demand should increase. But
greater opportunities to control the labour-supply arose only in centralized
manufactures. To the extent that independent petty producers tended to
reduce the volume of their production when the prices per unit rose, and to the
extent that the effects of this behaviour — or the behaviour itself — were
contained by the emergence of capitalist relations of production, a factor was
eliminated which had tended to curtail overproduction.

Other conditions which furthered the crisis arose when means of production
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were transformed into capital. Whereas the business of the merchant could only
be disturbed in the marketing of the finished products, the enterprise of the
putter-out was exposed to additional disturbances when he bought raw
materials to give to his labourers. Moreover, the capital of the putter-out turned
over even more slowly than the merchant’s capital. If the former tied up his
capital in production-tools and a centralized manufacturing plant, he could no
longer respond with the same flexibility to fluctuations in demand. To the
extent that the advancement of capital was tied to innovations that raised
productivity and favoured such innovations, the tendency to expand pro-
duction beyond eftective demand must have been strengthened.

In sum, the beginnings of a cyclical movement of industrial commodity
production became more marked when capital was no lenger limited to
circulation but had entered the sphere of production. This cyclical movement,
however, could not become the dominant feature of economic fluctuations until
the transition to industrial capitalism had been made; only then did economic
crises generally take on the form of periodic over-accumulation, ie. of
investment of more capital than could profitably be employed.'®s For all
through proto-industrialization, the capital that was tied up in the instruments
of production and manufacturing plants constituted a small portion of the total
national capital. Its elements werc rarely the object of capitalist production: a
capital-goods industry did not exist or was of no significance for the economy as
a whole. Therefore speculative booms and crises occurring in the consumer-
goods industry could not have a multiplicr effect on the entire economy. Since
the forces of production were not yet being systematically develaped, a sudden
crisis of overproduction was less likely. Admittedly, under the contemporary
conditions of production and transportation, the turnover of capital was slow,
thus making the cycle more vulnerable; but since this slowness also forestalled
short-term reactions to boom-situations, it must surely also have contributed
toward flattening the curve. Finally, since throughout proto-industrialization
the agrarian sector far exceeded the industrial sector in the value of its
production and the number of labourers it employed, the movements in
industry could not dominate the cntire economy.

Thus, proto-industrial regions were affected by the economic fluctuations of
their closer and more distant environment as well as by those of distant
countries. The various fluctuations could counterbalance each other so that
their effect was weakened, but they could also reinforce each other. The harvest
crises of the ‘type ancien’ still had considerable effects on people in proto-
industrial regions, even though their impact tended to be less pronounced than
it was on the inhabitants of agrarian regions and on industrial producers who
supplied the nearby markets. On the other hand, the former felt the influence of
international political and military changes much more keenly than the latter.
Already the fluctuations of proto-industrial commeodity production showed
signs of a cyclical movement generated by capital.
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The degree to which proto-industrial regions were susceptible to crises could
therefore vary considerably. As the severity of agrarian subsistence-crises was
gradually reduced, as in England, by a strengthening of the productive forces,
which resulted from the advance in the relations of production, the domestic
demand could expand and achieve greater continuity. The stabilizing effect of
such a domestic demand was lacking, for example, in the German linen
regions,'*® which were therefore most severely hit by all dislocations in
international trade. In most parts of Germany the great majority of the rural
population were so poor that they could only buy what was absclutely
necessary.!®” The demand for luxury goods, generated by princes and large
landowners, who siphoned off so much of the agrarian income,'®* might offer a
certain compensation for the lack of purchasing power among the masses
during the proto-industrial phase,'*® but sooner or later such an expansion in
the demand for luxuries instead of the expansion of a stable demand for mass
consumer products turned out to be a dead end. The revolutionizing of the
productive forces, in any case, could only be brought about by those industries
which produced mass goods.!’® On the other hand, the demand generated by
the state, particularly by the army, could call forth standardized commodities
in large quantity, but it never reached either the volume or the continuity of a
broad general mass demand and therefore could only supplement but not
replace it.!”! Those regions which were particularly closely tied to the world
market because of their raw material imports or their sales of the finished
products were better protected against political and military upheavals if the
state occupied a strong international position.

All these factors, in addition to a relatively well-ordered currency and credit
situation, contributed to England’s being less vulnerable than her competitors
on the continent. Based on a steadily growing domestic market, which enabled
her to overcome temporary export problems,!”? as well as on the enormous
potential for expansion of her foreign trade’”® which, owing to her pelitical and
military supremacy at sea and in colonial areas, was usually not interrupted
during wars,'”* the long-term demand for industrial products could grow
relatively undisturbed, and even faster than the industrial population. This
demand stimulated organizational and technical progress and gave to English
industry the head-start which was decisive for the transition from proto-
industrialization to industrialization.'”®



5 < Excursus: the political and institutional
framework of proto-industrialization

Neither the producers nor the capitalists could directly create and guarantee
the basic institutional conditions for the continuous development of market
production and commodity exchange. With the separation of production and
consumption, with the emergence and expansion of commadity exchange
mediated by money, and with the development of socio-economic relations in
which part of the direct producers’ surplus was siphoned off hy persons who had
no ‘extra-economic’ power over them, the need arose for a political power
which guaranteed the legal basis of such socio-economic relations, This power
had to be permanent and institutionalized ; it had to formally stand above the
producers and those who appropriated the ‘surplus product’. Property in the
commodities designated for exchange must be acknowledged and guaranteed
by the state, and the buyer and seller recognized as free and equal in their
capacity as owners of commodities and money respectively. This is the basic
condition of commodity exchange in the markets for products and ‘factors’.'”¢
However, the period of which proto-industrialization was one of the features
had two important characteristics. First, the legal order based on formal
freedom and equality as well as on bourgeocis property was only emerging. Its
course of development differed greatly from one society to the next. Secondly,
the fundamental importance of violence was more clearly visible during the
period when this new legal order was created than during the later period when
it functioned regularly. Later, the process of preduction reproduced its own
social conditions as well, and violence, therefore, could more often — though by
no means always —remain latent in ‘normal’ times. But during the earlier
period, power tended much more to assume the form of direct physical action
and violence. It did so in the interior of countries as well as in their relations
with other states.!””

The expansion of market relations in spatial range as well as in depth, i.e. in
the extent to which individual farms and workshops produced and consumed
commodities, contributed to making the ‘modern’ state both necessary and
possible.'?# But neither the origin of the modern state nor its goals and activities
were directly determined by economic interests; nor did the governments and
state officials pursue such interests in the form of consistent and censcious
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political actions. Rather, political power should be viewed as being ta a certain
extent autonomous. During the period under discussion, this shows up in the
fact that governments were directly interested in increasing their political and
military power and their tax revenues and the economic policy was only a
means to that end.'” From the point of view of the results achieved,
governments often wasted their resources on luxuries and military expenditures
which turned out to be burdensome and did not promote the economic
development of their countries.'® Countries differed, however, with regard to
the ease with which such fiscal goals could be pursued and such an
‘uneconomic’ policy be developed. They also differed with regard to the
economic and social palicy which was most likely to increase the power and the
tax revenue of the state, i.e. the policy which produced the greatest effect while
involving the least cost and risk. These differences depended on the structure of
the state’s decision-making organs'® and — more basically — on the structure of
the society and economy to be governed and taxed.'®?

An analysis of the interrelationship between the economy and the political
system, and of the mechanisms for their mediation during the period under
discussion, must not be limited to proto-indusirialization, but would have to
include the entire society, especially the still predominant agrarian sector. It
would have to reveal general features as well as the differences between states.
In fact, it would have to become a theory of the state for this period. This,
however, far exceeds the intentions and possibilities of this study.'®
Nonetheless, since the political and institutional conditions clearly were of
considerable importance for the origin and development of proto-
industrialization, some of them will be briefly outlined. This outline will mainly
consider the consequences which certain political and institutional con-
figurations had for proto-industrialization, i.e. the question what sort of politics
and which institutions proved to be beneficial for proto-industrialization, and
which detrimental to it. An attempt will be made to analyse the purely economic
measures taken by governments against the background of the economic
consequences of other government actions as well as the background of the
structure of the respective state and its society. It is hoped that the
understanding of ‘mercantilist’ politics will be deepened by this approach and
that its assessment can be differentiated according to country and time
period.'®* On the other hand, the extent to which proto-industrialization in its
turn contributed to changing or maintaining the political and institutional
order can hardly be analysed here. For it can only be determined if the
contributions of the other sectors are evaluated at the same time.

On the whole, there tended to be a correlation between economic and
institutional development: a more developed organization of the production
and marketing of industrial commodities as well as improved instruments and
methods of production spread more quickly and more widely in those countries
where the old legal framework of agriculture and industry was weaker, the
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protection of property and mobility on factor- and product-markets was
greater, and where political institutions gave more weight to the interests of
trade, industry and modernizing agriculture.!®® This correlation is apparent in
the conflict between emerging proto-industrialization and the exclusive rights
of the vrban guilds.

The monopoly which the towns exercised in industrial commodity-
production, and the regulations which limited competition by controlling the
volume, organization, and techniques of production within the guilds had to be
abolished or at least weakened and circumvented, if the reservoir of cheap rural
labour was to be tapped for industrial commodity production, in order to satisfy
the strongly expanding demand in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
European and in overscas markets. The merchants, putters-out, and sometimes
feudal lords who were all interested in shifting industry to the countryside, by
and large persuaded the political powers, against the resistance of urban guilds,
to legalize or at least tolerate rural export industries. The governments, in their
turn, were usually interested in integrating the urban economy into a
‘territorial economy’'®¢ that more or less comprised the entire area under their
control. In several city republics of the Holy Roman Empire, however, where
guild interests directly determined governmental policies, putting-out firms
and partially centralized manufactures left the territory directly controlled by
city governments.!®’

The corporate monopolies of the towns, against which the emerging proto-
industry had to assert itself, were quite similar in all European countries, but
the legal situations which merchant capital encountered in the countryside
varied considerably.’®® Still, the utilization of rural labour power for industrial
commodity-production turned out to be possible not enly in those parts of
western Europe where the feudal ties and burdens of the producers and of the
soil had weakened since the late Middle Ages, but also in the area of second
serfdom. Here, however, it was a precondition of proto-industrialization that
the feudal lords developed an interest in export industries, in expectation of
higher rents, Otherwise, they would use their power of controlling new
settlements in order to prevent industries {rom establishing themselves in the
countryside.’®® As a rule, proto-industrialization did not emerge in those
regions where the lords appropriated the surplus labour of the rural population
most directly and most thoroughly, particularly in regions where labour
services predominated.!® A certain incentive, apparently, had to be given to
rural producers so that they could count firmly on at least a portion of the
return to their industrial labour and did not need to fear its being mostly or
entirely siphoned off.

In these areas, then, as well as in western Europe, some degree of freedom and
security among the producers was an indispensable prerequisite of proto-
industrialization. Those feudal constraints and charges which continued to
cxist in eastern Europe put pressure on the incomes of producers in the
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industrial regions and prevented the development of a sirong domestic market.
Owing to this situation, these regions, even more than others, were vulnerable
to crises and provided fewer opportunities and incentives for petty producers
and merchants or putters-out to increase their productivity through in-
nopvations. Compared with many parts of western Europe, these regions
therefore suffered.!®! The limitations upon mobility that were connected with
serfdom increasingly turned into an obstacle te industrial growth, a fact which
apparently contributed Lo the abolition of serfdom.'®?

Since proto-industrialization was mass production for relatively distant
markets, it required improved condilions of commodity exchange. Basically,
states of sufficient size and strength guaranteed a legal situation which enabled
buyers and sellers to make business calculations largely without being subjected
to ‘arbitrary’ interferences.'®® All European states attempted to create this kind
of legal situation with more or less success during this period. In the advanced
countries, the incentive as well as the possibility increased to create a larger,
mare integrated domestic market by eliminating internal tariffs, especially
those on trade routes, as well as staple rights and other impediments to free
tradc.!®* The development of money and capital markets was important for the
trade in the products as well as sometimes the raw materials of rural industry.
Trade with distant countries and continents could only be carried on if credit
institutions were developed and supported by governments, especially in view
of the relauvely long transportation periods. In the absence of such precon-
ditions, sales Lo overseas areas tended to be effected only upon commission by
merchants in mere developed areas.

Thus it was one aspect of the role of political power in proto-industrialization
that legal freedom, formal equality, and the protection of private property
maore and more took the place of arbitrary exploitation in the form of unlimited
feudal levies, unpredictable confiscations, piracy, and robbery. The other
aspect — no less imporiant — 18 revealed by the faci thai economic inequality,
which was an essential condition of the progress of industry and trade, was
established and maintained with the support of political power — in fact, often
with open brutality. This is appareni in the relationship between petty
producers and merchants, cspecially during crises. Unfavourable economic
conditions were aggravated for the petty producers by the economic superiority
of the merchants and often also by agreements among the merchants to limit
compeiition. The police and military forces interfered when the petty producers
tried to ameliorate the unfavourable market situation by rioting and bringing
Jjoint pressure upon the merchants, thereby violating the rules which protected
the freedom and property of their exchange-partner.!®® The economic in-
feriority of the petty commodity-producers in relation to merchant capital was
thus sanctioned by the very application of the principles of freedom under the
law and formal equality between buyer and seller.

The fact that the general norms of legal freedom, equality, and the protection
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of property had a class-specific effect was even more apparent where the
relations between direct producers and the entrepreneurs had changed from
the Kaufsystem to the putting-out system or even to manufacture and to wage
labour. For as long as the petty producers owned their instruments of
production, purchased their raw materials, and seld their own products,
economic necessity forced them to expend a large work-effort to gain a low
return, at least outside economic boom periods; they were poor because the
margin between the market-price that they paid for their raw materials and the
price their products fetched was small. The only problem for merchant capital
was the control over the quality of products, but even here they were often
supported by state regulations and institutions which controlled the quality of
products.'®® However, when capital penetrated into the sphere of production,
for example when the raw material as well as the finished product remained the
property of the putter-out, the embezzlement of material was always a grave
obstacle to a rational organization of production by the putter-out, ie. one
that was favourakble in terms of costs and profits. ‘Normal’ property-laws turned
out to be inadequate to handle the problem; special ordinances were passed
everywhere and particularly barsh punishments inflicted, including long jail
sentences.'s” When the labourers tried to improve their position vis-a-vis the put-
ters-out and entrepreneurs by coalitions and strikes, by demanding higher wages
and the exclusion of cutsiders from work, they came up against laws and special
decrees as well as the intervention of the police and military forces. It is true that
the entrepreneurs were legally prevented from forming coalidons too—a re-
gulation which upheld the principle of formal equality; but owing to their
economic superiority and their smaller number, they found it much easier to
circumvent such regulations. In some places, governments openly accepted the
closed organizations of entrepreneurs while suppressing the coalitions of
workers.!*® The poor laws, too, contributed to the creation of a cheap labour
force for the entreprencurs and to the disciplining of the workers. This is most
apparent in houses of correction and poorhouses, where beggars, vagabonds,
and convicted criminals were subjected to forced labour.'®?

The economic role of coercive power and violence is even more obviousin the
relations of the European states among each other and especially vis-a-vis the
rest of the world. The establishment and guarantee of a legal framework, the
development of an international law, and the signing of mercantile treaties
between countries admittedly constituted an important foundation for eco-
nomic exchange, especially among the European countries.®® But on the other
hand, economic rivalry was a cogent factor among the causes of the numerous
wars of the period : the ultimate aim therefore was to snatch away some part of
one’s rival’s trade, his productive capacity, his raw materials or his markets2"
For the governments the incentive lay in the possibility of increasing their
military and tax bases and thereby strengthening their position in the
international power struggle. But the tendencies of economic development
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pointed in the same direction. Since production for the market was growing and
market relations were being spatially extended, the legal, political, and military
guarantee of the conditions of production and of foreign as well as domestic
exchange became increasingly important. Moreover, such guarantees could
be more effectively and more cheaply provided by larger rather than smaller
political units.**2 This is not to say that the economic benefit of the wars
exceeded their costs for all European states; in fact, it is only of England that
this statement can be made with some certainty.?®® The extent to which the
growth of proto-industry rested on the foundation of unequal exchange and
open violence is evidenced by the manner in which overseas colonies and
dependent regions were drawn into the circle of the European economy — a
process which began during the growth phase of the sixteenth century and
became increasingly important for the expansion of European trade and
industry after the crisis of the seventeenth century and the new colenialism. The
slave trade and the slave economy, as well as the severe exploitation of colonial
and dependent regions developed in close connection with the use of such
regions as markets and sometimes providers of raw materials,*** The con-
tinental European countries needed the colonies as much as the maritime
colonial powers did, though countries such as Prussia or Austria had access to
overseas markets only because this was tolerated and mediated by the maritime
powers. For England, which was politically and militarily the most successful
country, the ‘virtual monopoly among European powers of overseas colonies’,
established during the phase of proto-industrialization, was one of the central
preconditions which carried proto-industrialization beyond itself into the
Industrial Revolution.?®

The revenues which the rulers derived from crown estates and other
traditional sources no longer sufficed to finance the legal, administrative, and
military apparatus which guaranteed the conditions of production and
exchange — an expense that increased particularly during the course of proto-
industrialization. While military, administrative, judicial, and pelice in-
stitutions were primarily designed to expand and secure control over the people
for those in power, they also served economic purposes, though in a manner and
to an extent which must be carefully analysed for each individual country. The
necessity to find new sources of revenue called forth a system of taxes, levies, and
tariffs, which, in turn, had far-reaching consequences for the economic
development of a couniry. Where the rulers succeeded in casting aside the
estates’ right of consent and in establishing ‘absolute’ governments, they could
simply impose the forms of taxation whose collection was the least costly but
which promised the largest revenues while avoiding, if possible, the risk of
unrest and violent opposition among their subjects. The individual choices that
were made on the basis of such a calculation depended on the respective
couniry’s socio-economic structure and its level of development.?®® It was
increasingly recognized, despite the ever-present short-term need for money,
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that the long-term tax-paying capacity of a country and its economic strength
must bhe upheld and developed. From 1this awareness arose a conscious
economic policy as well as the theoretical interest of the cameralists in politics,
finances, and economics. But it was always difficult 1o create a balance between
the governments’ momentary financial need (which, after all, not only arose
from the luxuries of the courts but also from the rivalry among the states) and
the desire to make far-sighted fiscal and economic plans for the future.
Wherever estates managed to uphold their right of consent to the imposition
of taxes and duties that exceeded the traditional revenues from royal holdings,
explicit negotiations were carried on about the fiscal claims made by the rulers
and the economic interests of the country, which were represented by the
estates. An agreement had to be achieved, and in return for their consent to
taxes which provided the resources to meet the ruler’s requirements and for
governmental functions, the estates insisted that their views on judicial,
administrative, and political matters be taken into account. Whether the result
of such negotiations furthered or hindered economic development, crucially
depended on the social composition of the country’s estates.?® If it reflected
older economic structures, the estates usually became an instrument that
rigidified the political and legal basis of such structures. If the estates were more
open to new interests — if not necessarily as a result of explicit changes in the
constitutional arrangements then at least in practice — they could contribute to
the modernization of government policies. Again, the effects of the in-
stitutionalized mechanism of mediation between the claims of the ruler’s
treasury and the economic interests of the country, depended in the final
analysis on the country’s socio-economic structure and its level of development.
A brief comparison of the course of development in various European
countries during proto-industrialization sheds light on the tax system’s function
as a connecting link in the interrelationship between the socio-economic process
and politice-judicial institutions.?®® England, where foreign trade assumed
considerable importance at an early stage, began to create a national system of
import and export tariffs in the late Middle Ages; this was favoured, of course,
by her insular locatien, As English foreign trade grew, the export tariffs soon
became an important part of her government revenues, while the tolls on trade
routes and other internal tariffs in general ne longer played a large role.®®® In
the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the English kings, like rulers
everywhere, tried to benefit as conveniently as possible from the growth of
commerce and industry: they sold privileges and monopolies to individuals and
corporations. At an early stage of development, such exclusive rights might
sometimes have benefited not only their holders but the country in general,
especially as long as England still had to catch up with the Netherlands. For
they created a sufficient incentive to undertake pioneering ventures in overseas
trade which invelved considerable risks; they promoted the adoption of new
instruments and metheds of production; and they initiated the manufacture, in
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England, of new products that had been imported up to that point. But when
trade and industry grew on a broader {ront, monopolies and privileged
corporations no longer benefited the economy as a whole. They became a
hindrance and therefore an important object of dispute between the Crown and
Parliament in the seventeenth century.®'® The mobility in the factor- and
product-markets grew, a development which favoured not only the progress of
agriculture but also the expansion of trade and industry.

In other countries, the state debt was responsible for many political and
economic crises. But in England, under the influence and guarantee of
Parliament, it was regulated in such a way that, since the seventeenth century,
it became not only a source out of which political and military undertakings
could be financed — which, in turn, promoted economic growth — but also an
essential [actor contributing to the emergence of a capital market and credit
institutions.*'! From the second half of the seventeenth century onwards, and
even more in the course of the eighteenth century, export tariffs were no longer
determined only by fiscal censiderations; protection of English trade and
industry tock on a more and more important role. In conjunction with a
number of import restrictions they helped secure the unified and growing
domestic market for some sectors of English industry that were crucial for
further development.®? This policy could be implemented because, after
Parliament had gained its victory over the Crown in the revolutions of the
seventeenth century, power on the local level as well as in Parliament was in the
hands of a coalition of landowners, who lived not on feudal rents but on the
leasing out of modernized farms operated by wage labour, and of merchants,
financiers, and increasingly also industrial entrepreneurs,

In continental Europe, on the other hand, most rulers througheoutr the
cighteenth century clung to their revenues from internal tariffs, staple rights,
and the sale of monopolies, which were relatively cheap to raise, but which
hindered the development of factor- and product-markets. When new taxes
were introduced, they could not be distributed equally, because of the
exemptions claimed and upheld by the feudal lords. This was true not only in
countries where Grundherren and Gutsherren exercised strong political power
through the estates which they dominated, but also in countries where
absolutism had curtailed their political power — an act which was usually
accompanied by the acknowledgement, and sometimes the reinforcement, of
their economic and social pre-eminence. The tax exemptions of the class whose
property and income were the largest in agrarian societies increased the tax
burden for all other classes, which may have forced them into industrial market
production,?’® but almost certainly made them more susceptible to crises.
Furthermore, the tax system acquired certain structural peculiarities which
hindered the expansion of commerce and industry. The situatien in Prussia
provides a good example. Here the aristocracy regarded the plan of a general
indirect tax, namely the Akzise (excise), as an infringement upon their tax
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privileges and mounted a staunch resistance against it, which led to the fiscal
separation between city and countryside. This, in turn, thwarted commodity
exchange inside the country and, in the central and eastern provinces, led to
far-reaching prohibitions of industrial commedity production in the country-
side. In the western provinces and in Silesia, where it was already firmly
established, the trade with its products was confined to the towns which
prevented the rural producers from becoming traders and capitalists and
ultimately restricted industrial growth in general 2'+

On the other hand, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries some states in
continental Europe implemented a particularly active mercantilist policy that
was to promote industry and trade. It is interesting, though, to note that those
countries where the estates, dominated by feudal lords, still occupied a strong
position adopted a mercantilist policy only late or not at all. Mercantilist policy
involved numerous regulations aflecting trade and industry, such as pro-
hibitions, directives, limitations, and premiums; capital contributions such as
government credit and subsidies were made by the state, or firms were owned
by the state; entrepreneurs and skilled workers were recruited; there was
regulation and control of the quality of products, as well as privileges and
monopolies for the production and sale of certain preducts. This ‘interven-
tionist’ policy of continental mercantilist states appears as an attempt to
overcome their backwardness, especially when compared with England which,
at this time, was already making the transition to a more ‘global’ economic
policy, changing from the preferential treatment of individual enterprises to the
creation of a general framework. Mercantilism payed special attention to large
centralized manufactures,?’® but was concerned with rural industry as well.
And it appears that the more backward the country, the more rigorous the
attempt of its government to plan the growth of its economy.?'* Many examples
demonstrate the profitability of privileged enterprises; but these countries
could not in this way catch up with the English development, as long as they
maintained the basic institutions of the old, essentially feudal order, which were
increasingly in conflict with the dynamic of agrarian and industrial growth.?"”
The continental states, however, were firmly committed to the old order, and
their commitment was upheld by the mechanisms of the tax system, the
revenues from roval estates which made the rulers themselves into feudal lords,
the structure of political institutions especially at the lower level, and even the
military system.2'® This attachment to the cld order could cnly be terminated
by the pressure of peasants, petty industrial producers and sometimes
entrepreneurs, on one hand, and on the ather, by the necessity to enlarge the
resources of the state in order to strengthen it in the competitive struggle with
other European powers; this necessity was impossible to ignore after the
political and social upheaval of the French Revolution and the beginning of the
Industrial Revolution in England,



6 9 Proto-industrialization between
industrialization and de-industrialization

Proto-industrialization, as the term indicates, is functionally related ta
industrialization. When Charles and Richard Tilly described it as ‘in-
dustrialization before the factory system’,)’ they implied not only that it
predates the factory system, but also that it constitutes a transitional stage on
the road to it, at least for those countries which first entered the process of
capitalist industrialization. Upon closer examination, however, the connection
between proto-industrialization and industrialization turns out to be extremely
complex.

(1) A direct connection can only be established for the first phase of
industrialization, i.e. essentially the textile phase. The connection is largely
lacking for the phase of heavy industry or, where the two phases occurred
simultaneously, the sector of heavy industry. Despite many ties to pre-industrial
development, the growth of heavy industry, which as a production goods
industry is dependent on derived demand, could accelerate only when the
process of industrialization had advanced and thereby created that derived
demand.?

(2) Under the conditions of delayed industrialization the link between
proto-industrialization and industrialization could loosen or break altogether.
Here the impetus toward industrialization came from outside rather than from
the fact that the proto-industrial system had lost the capacity to resolve the
problems which faced it during its growth process. It also turned out that the
precenditions for industrialization which proto-industrialization had brought
about could be created in other ways or be replaced by others?

(3) Not all proto-industrial regions macde the transition to the factory
system. In a number of regions, proto-industry, instead of being subsumed
(‘aufgehoben’) into factory industry, went into decline. Proto-industrialization
could be replaced by industrialization only where certain socio-economic and
institutional conditions existed. In their absence stagnation and de-
industrialization threatened in as much as those countries with which the
region or country in question competed in the world market might be successful
in crossing the threshold to industrialization.

Despite these reservations, which should constantly be borne in mind, we
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may take it that, in the classical industrialized countries of western and central
Europe at any rate, the preconditions for the introduction of the industriali-
zation process came to the fore, in so far as the transition to industrialism had
not been, as in England, directly made.

1. From proto-indusirialization to capitalist industrialization

In England, owing to the pressure of a greatly increasing domestic and foreign
demand, the internal contradictions of the proto-industrial system erupted
earlier and more violently than elsewhere. In fact, it became doubtful whether
these contradictions could be ‘contrelled’ (M. Godelier} any longer. While, on
the one hand, the laws of the family economy functioned as the engine of proto-
industrial growth, on the other hand, they stood in fundamental contradiction
to the growth-dynamic of the overall system. Because of this contradiction,
which became particularly apparent during beom phases, when the merchant
or putter-out would try to mobilize every last production-reserve, and which
manifested itself in a backward-bending labour-supply curve, the proto-
industrial system eventually had to end and make the transition to a different
systern as the forces of production reached a new levelt Particularly in late
cighteenth-century England, a backward-bending labour-supply curve could
no longer fully be remedied by the mobilization of additional labour, since the
production-factor labour was becoming scarce. In so far as the family economy
was Inimnical to growth under the conditions which prevailed in England at the
end of the eighteenth century, it limited the possibilities of the proto-industrial
system and made its transformation (*Aufhebung’) into the system of factory-
production inevitable.

There were other equally serious problems. Since proto-industrialization was
essentially geared toward the quantitative expansion of production, but not
toward a qualitative change in the mede of production, progress in productivity
remained limited, and a point was eventually reached where the marginal cost,
and — somewhat later — the average cost, of each product rose.* The further a
putter-out extended his operations, the more difficult the supervision of
domestic producers became. The misappropriation of raw materials could
hardly be controlled, and there were never-ending complaints about this issue.
Threats of heavy punishment were ineffective. A genuine black market in
misappropriated raw materials developed. Similarly, the spatial expansion of
the putting-out system made it more and more difficult to centrol the quality of
domestically-produced goeds. The time that a merchant had to wait between
handing out the raw matenal and having the finished product returned to him
became longer and longer so that he encountered difficulties in meeting his
delivery-dates.® Simultaneously, the turnover of capital, which was slow
anyway due to the — admittedly weakening — interrelation between domestic
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production and the seasonal rhythm of agricultural labour, slowed down even
mare. Profits in the putting-out system declined.

Furthermore, as distances increased, transportation costs rose dispropor-
tionately, The textile industry suffered in particular, for the diseguilibrium
between spinning and weaving, which had traditionally made one loom
dependent upon the yvarn of five spinning-wheels — and even more since the
invention of the flying shuttle — made it necessary to transform ever more
distant regions into ‘varn country’. In fact, the limited elasticity in the supply of
varn threatened to become a serious obstacle to the further expansion of the
textile industry. Labhour power was no longer available in unlimited quantity in
textile regions, and wages rose.” Other production-factors, too, were becoming
scarce (water-power and timber for example}, so that marginal costs rose. In
England, the proto-industrial system had reached a point in its development
where the preservation of its basic structures threatened to bring about its
stagnation and eventually its turning in upon itself.

The putter-out/merchant could try to counteract some of these difficulties by
attaching the domestic producers more closely to himself in the course of the
capitalization of the production-sphere. But this too was usually not completely
successful. Even though the putter-out gained control of the product,
notwithstanding certain modifications in the production process, this process
continued to be controlled by the direct producers.® Only the centralization of
production could bring a lasting solution. Only in centralized installations could
the production-process be supervised, the traditional irregular work rhythms
be combated, and the producer be subjected to a rigorcus work-discipline. In
the case of complete centralization, moreover, the turnover of capital could be
increased and the transaction costs lowered.

Nevertheless, the advantages of manufacture as a mode of production did not
ususally outweigh its disadvantages, except in the preparatory and final stages
of the production-process and in cases where the raw material was particularly
expensive and, consequently, fixed capital investments constituted a relatively
small share of the total cost. The increase in productivity in the large
manufacturing plant was too low, in the light of the expenditure on fixed
capital and wages it necessitated, the latter usually being above the wages in
rural industry, It was impossible to eliminate the bottleneck in varn-
production by organizing spinning on the basis of manufacture. Production
had to be mechanized in addition to being centralized. Since the manufactur-
ing mode of production remained at the same level of technology as the
domestic mode, its potential for solving problems was limited. Tt was not to
become the dominant mode of production.?

There was only one way out of the crisis of the proto-industrial mode of
production: mechanization coupled with centralization. kIt was the latest
branch of the English textile industry, the one most closely connected with the
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colonial trade, namely the cotton industry, which embarked upon this course,
starting in the 1760s. The cotton industry became the ‘pacemaker’ {E.]J.
Hobsbawm) of the first phase of the Industrial Revolution.!® The invention of
the spinning machines of the 1760s and 1770s, Hargreaves's ‘jenny’,
Arkwright's water-frame, Crompton’s mule, and their installation in central
buildings made it possible not only to control part of the production process, but
also to eliminate the disequilibrium between yarn- and cloth-production. To be
sure, exactly the reverse disequilibrium appeared owing to the increased
production of yarn, especially after the steam engine came into use. The
preponderant maode of organization of the processing of yarn continued however
to be domestic, and failed to keep pace with production; as a consequence a
large proportion of the yarn produced had to be exported. Only when,
between 1820 and 1850, weaving was itself mechanized did this new
disequilibrium come to an end.!’ Machine spinning called forth machine
weaving. Due to the increasing supply of yarn and the immensely growing
demand for cotton goods, domestic looms multiplied at the end of the
eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries. But this expansion
can nc longer be called proto-industrialization, for it occurred under the
conditions set by capitalist industrialization. ‘The handloom weavers and
others who were starved out were not simply “survivals from the middle ages”,
but a class multiplied, and largely created as part of capitalist industrialization
in its early phases just as the factory workers were.'? Handloom weaving was
the integral part of an econormnic sub-system, namely the cotton industry, and
was subject to its conditions of valorization. Expansion and contraction of
handloom weaving can thus be explained systematically by the development of
the cotton industry. In other branches of the textile industry, the replacement of
the proto-industrial system began one generation later, but here, too, the
factory organization of spinning preceded that of weaving by a fairly long
interval. Even by the middle of the nineteenth century factories did not vet
dominate the entire textile industry.'® In the metal goods industry, as well, the
factory system won ground only slowly,'*

In eighteenth-century England, the development of the forces of production
had met with an obstacle which could only be surmounted by the introduction
of innovative processes and the adoption of a new system of production. The
capacity of the proto-industrial system for solving its own problems had become
exhausted. New mechanisms were needed in the areas of technolegy and the
social organization of labour, The emerging class of industrial capitalists met
the difficulties which confronted it by replacing relatively scarce resources, like
labour, water power, and timber, with relatively abundant resources, like
capital, steamn power, and coal. The domestic system of preduction gave way to
the factory system.!* Since the continuation of proto-industrialization involved
rising marginal costs, it had to yield to the application of capital-intensive
techniques and of a new organization of social labour. The proto-industrial
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system was replaced by the system of industrial capitalism, a system which was
decisively to increase the range of possibilities for economic growth,

On the European continent, industrialization assumed a different pattern
from that in England. It did not develop independently but was primarily a
response to the English challenge. Compared with England, the continent
industrialized late. There was no pressure upon resources corresponding to that
in England which would have required a search for substitutes, Neither
domestic nor foreign demand produced the cumulative effects which steered
England into the Industrial Revolution. By the end of the eighteenth century,
the continental states had not vet reached the point where it would have
become necessary te abandon the traditional channels of growth. The old
system of production had not vet exhausted its potential for expansion.'®* To be
sure, in some regions, such as the Rhineland, developments were such that they
might have led to an autonomous industrialization if given the chance.'?
Putters-out, for example, tried to deal with the contradictions of the domestic
system of production by concentrating all phases of cloth production, except
spinning and weaving, in manufactures.!® Resources did become scarcer. In
order to assure an adequate supply of yarn it became necessary to take recourse
to ever more distant regions of production.!* The limited availability of water
power created bottlenecks not only in the iron industry, but also for the
production of fine cloth.? But before these developments reached maturity, an
exogenous element changed the situation entirely: the Industrial Revolution in
England. Endogenous developments were cut off, and the continental
European states were confronted with the necessity of making the transition
from proto-industrialization te factory industry by adopting the technology
developed in England. If they failed to do so, they stood to lose their domestic
and foreign markets to English competition, (iven the conditions of the world
market, industrializaticn became imperative for the European states on the
continent.

However, since the overturn of the proto-industrial system was not brought
about by endogenous economic necessities, i.e. by the fact that the regulative
mechanisms of the systern ceased to function, the transition from proto-
industrialization to factory industry was extended over a longer period. In fact,
proto-industrialization could continue to expand in the nineteenth century,®
and it can be shown for a number of industries that this expansion resulted not
only from population growth.®? It was comparative costs that favoured the
continued existence and even expansion of domestic industry en the continent.
While in England, under the pressure of supply and demand, the relations
between the factor-costs of labour and capital, i.e. between the wage costs and
the costs of capital goods, had already shifted in favour of the latter, on the
continent this process had not yet begun. Labour power was abundant and
cheap in comparison with England, a fact which led France and Germany to
concentrate on labour-intensive production, especially on finished goods where
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they had cost-advantages over England. The French and German merchant-
manufacturers and industrialists recognized early that they could assert
themselves against English superiority only if they specialized in the secondary
production processes in which human skill rather than machines still pre-
dominated.?®* Moreover, the secondary processes contributed much more than
the primary ones to the value that was created in the respective industries.*
Thus emerged a constantly changing ‘system of complementarity’ (8.
Pollard)** determined by comparative costs.

France managed to stabilize her position in the world market by supplying
products of superior quality.?® Germany imported yarn and pig-iron from
England and processed them (between 1820 and 1850, Germany produced
only about 30 per cent of the cotton yarn which she processed).?” Trading
primarily with backward economies, she managed to fortify her position in the
world market through the sale of finished products which were based on the
combination of cheap German labour and semi-finished products imported
from the centres of the world economy?® Apart from a few completely
centralized factories, the continéntal states, under the pressure of comparative
costs, turned chiefly to those products whose manufacture was still domestically
organized® That was the very condition of their competitiveness in the world
market. Insofar as their expansion was determined by the quantity of semi-
finished products that were brought to market by the advanced capitalist
sectors of the world economy, both national and international, they
approached the type of modern domestic industry which is integrated in and
functionally a part of the capitalist industrialization process.

On the continent, then, induvstrialization penetrated into the secondary
production processes only hesitantly and had not yet conquered them by the
end of the nineteenth century. This is true, above all, for the production of
textile fabrics.3® It was due, as pointed out earlier, to the competitive conditions
in the world market which were determined by comparative costs, and to the
fact that the textile industry grew relatively autonomously when compared
with heavy industry. Its autonomous growth resulted from the fact that the
traditional cyclical movements of the economy were modified only very slowly
and continued to be influenced by harvest fluctuations.®' But most importantly,
industrialization on the European continent was late industrialization and took
on special features for that reason. The degree of backwardness was reflected in
a specific pattern of industrialization.®* The acceleration of industrial growth
that can be observed in Germany since the middle of the 1840s, and that was to
eventually bring the industrial breakthrough, was induced by heavy industry,
especially the railroad sector?® Consumer goods, especially the textile industry,
came to play a subordinate role in the process of industrialization. Other
domestically-organized industries, such as metal goods, toys, musical instru-
ments, and clocks, remained alive far into the twentieth century. As late as
1897, Friedrich Engels called the rural domestic industry ‘the broad basis of

Germany’s new large-scale industry’.**
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In many ways, problems internal to the proto-industrial system, i.e.
preblems which could no longer be controlled within the limits of the sysiem,
pushed it beyond itself, directly or—ihrough impulses from out-
side — indirectly, and brought about industrial capitalism. But they could
not have had the effect they did, had not the system as such created certain
preconditions for the transition to industrial capitalism® These may be
summarized as follows.

(1} During proto-industrialization, a broad stratum of skilled handicraft-
workers was formed, which grew rapidly because of the pailern of demographic
behaviour characteristic of this group. I1 constituled a reserve of labour power
which the founders of the early factories could draw upon.*® Nonetheless, a wide
gap separated the domestic producer from the industrial worker. Only
reluctantly did he give up the ‘ganzes Haus’, ie. the domestic unit where
production and consumption were combined, in order to become a factory
worker, And the new factory-masters had to apply harsh discipline in order to
make the workers accept the constraints of the indusirial made of production.®

{2) A group of merchant-manufacturers, middlemen, and sometimes small
artisans emerged who became the agents of industrialization, backed by capital
which they had accumulated during proto-industrialization.®® But the differ-
ence between the putter-out and the industrial entrepreneur must be em-
phasized. The latter operated in the sphere of production, the former in the
sphere of circulation. If the putter-out did enter the production sphere and
began to capitalize it, he did so under conditions that allowed him to withdraw
from it without great loss whenever the business cycle reversed itself?® This
explains why a large proportion of the industrial entrepreneurs were recruited,
not from the city-based group of merchant manufacturers, but from the rural
intermediate strata, such as the ‘Tichler’, ‘Fabrikanten’, ‘Fergger’, and
artisans of the Ziirich Oberland, or else from the group of small producers, much
as was the case with the better-off ‘clothiers” in West Riding.* The social basis of
early indusirial entrepreneurship consisted not only of merchants who operated
as putters-out, but was proto-industrial in a broader sense of the word.

{3} With regard to the organizaiion of production, the putting-out
system — though older than rural indusiry itself — had brought unquestionable
advances. It connected merchant capital with the sphere of production and
permitted it to direct commodity production from the vantage point of the
sphere of circulation. {The ‘really revolutionizing path’ which Marx refers to
was only taken when the petty producer developed into a putier-out or an
industrialist and the production process became the centre of his activity and
concern. But often this road was not followed to the end; it had a tendency 1o
lead to the renewed predominance of the circulation process.)* When the petty
producers were organized under the putting-out system, production could be
more responsive to market demand ; changes in the structure of demand could
be more quickly absorbed and technical improvements more easily imposed.
The putter-out who began to capitalize ihe production sphere by supplying
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raw materials and tools and by erecting centralized manufactures for the
starting and finishing phases of the production process, anticipated some of the
crucial elements of the capitalist relations of production. But he could not
completely do away with the family economy, i.e. the economic foundation
upon which proto-industrialization was built. Yet, here too, it must be
remembered that the putters-out did not pursue strategies of capitalization
with resolute consistency. In view of the uncertainties of the market, they
avoided sinking all their investments inte a single product. Instead they
followed a ‘policy of diversification’ (8. D. Chapman) in order to have
alternative sources of income in the case of a crisis.** The process of circulation
remained the decisive factor. It was reduced to a ‘mere element’ of the
production process only after the mechanisms to regulate the proto-industrial
system had become exhausted.

{4) During proto-industrialization, a symbiotic relationship developed
between agrarian regions and densely industrial regions {except where proto-
industrialization and commercial agriculture developed side by side). As proto-
industrialization advanced, the latter became dependent on surrcunding
agrarian regions for their food supply. Agriculture in such surrounding regions
had to become more efficient if it was to respond to the demand generated in
proto-industrial regions. A development was introduced — though not
completed — which was to make it possible to provide the rapidly expanding
secondary sector with food, once industrialization had started.”

(3) A network of local, regional, national, and international markets
developed during the course of proto-industrialization; in fact, partly because
ofit. The development of proto-industrialization as a system of mass production
not only presupposed such markets and the demand they generated, but it also
brought them into existence. Needs were aroused which had hitherto simply
gone unsatisfied, or had been satisfied in other ways. The peasant production-
unit could become a relevant factor, generating demand, when it specialized in
producing either agrarian or industrial goods. Owverseas, markets for the
products of European proto-indusiries seemed to be without limit.** It was in
this way that the current of demand came into being which helped give rise to
the new system of production,

In these five areas proto-industrialization laid the foundation for capitalist
industrialization; the contradictions which were inherent to the proto-
industrial system but escaped the system’s regulating mechanisms forced it into
existence. The possihilities of socio-economic evolution were however limited
by the proto-industrial environment. The overthrow of this mode of preduction
could succeed only where certain socio-economic and institutional conditions
were fulfilled.

Proto-industrialization established itself within a labour system that was still
essentially feudal, though to a declining degree as one moved from east to west,
and in which ‘praperty rights’ were not fully assured. Seen from a long-term



Between industrialization and de-industrialization 143

perspective, proto-industrialization did indeed contribute to the undermining
of the feudal system; but it did not wholly succeed in ousting it.
Industrialization, cn the other hand, presupposes that the production factors
land, labour, and capital should be “freed’ from their feudal constraints. Labour
had to be formally free and the ‘appropriation of all physical means of
production as disposable property of autonomous private industrial enterprises’
{M. Weber)** had to be assured if the process of capitalist exploitation was to
take its course. ‘Property rights’, here understood in a more comprehensive
sense, needed to be guaranteed so that the ‘private rate of return’ did not lag
behind the ‘social rate of return’, i.e. that no part of the profit from a *privace’
economic activity should fall to a third party - for if it did, the activity might
not be undertaken at all, especially if the costs should exceed the anticipated
profit.#

In eighteenth-century western Europe, as distinct from east-central and
eastern Europe, the feudal system was only a shadow of its former self. But that
shadow was still enough to restrain — though not to block -- the development of
the forces of production in agriculture and industry, Agrarian progress
remained limited for as long as relations of production in the countryside, and
the utilization of land, remained subject to traditional feudal and collectivist
restrictions and ‘property rights’ were not fully guaranteed. But industrializ-
ation demanded the maximization of agricultural contributions, and the
agrarian sector, therefore, came to play a key role.¥

The securing of ‘property rights’ outside the agrarian sector required a whole
bundle of institutions and institutional arrangements, some of which were
already part of the infrastructure. These included the formulation of a body of
patent law which guaranteed intellectual property in the form of inventions
and thereby stimulated inventive activities. Such institutional requirements
had a parallel in certain social changes. The status-hierarchy of the feudal
system, which assigned social rank according to the ownership of land as the
predominant means of production in pre-industrial society, needed to be
modified and supplemented by professional status-hierarchies open to the social
ambition of those who belonged to the lower ranks of the ‘feudal” hierarchy,
The fact that these professional hierarchies constituted themselves as inde-
pendent status-hicrarchies and closed rank with the traditional ‘feudal’
hierarchy was the precondition for the mobilization of entrepreneurial
potential and for the productive investment of the social surplus.*

England’s lead was due, in part, to the fact that her agriculture had early on
thrown off the feudal and collectivist bonds and had opened itself to
commercialization. Her status system had adjusted relatively quickly to the
new conditions. In the absolutist continental states, only the French
Revolution, as well as subsequent revolutions from above, cast aside the
barriers against sustained economic growth.

The specific relations of production are closely connected with the general



144 Peter Kriedte

conditions of production. Capitalist industrialization could begin only where
available capital met a material, institutional, and human infrastructure which
would relieve it of cosis that it was unable 1o assume Most of that
infrastructure had to be created, maintained and guaranteed by the state. It
was up to the state to provide the general conditions of production, i.e. the
prerequisites for the production process. The acceleration of the turnover of
capital was dependent upon a well-developed trade and communication
network. Furthermore, in the sphere of circulation, the legal system had to
provide institutional guarantees for the freedom of trade; in the sphere of
production it had to be able to enforee and maintain wage-labour relations. In
general, ihe law had to be consistent and predictable for the owners of capital.
Finally, it had to be possible to recruit skilled personnel, though only for the late
industrializers did the state’s function as educator and trainer of industrial skills
take on greater importance.’® Whether or not the state exercised these
functions, i.e. whether it used the wealth obtained by taxation productively,
was dctermined not only by the total social context; it also depended upon
whether the state was an integral part of that context or whether it had become
independent of it and stood in opposition to it.5!

Thirdly, capitalist industrialization presupposed expanding markets, or at
least markets that were capable of expansion. Whether they existed or not
depended on a country’s internal socio-economic structure. While in England,
from the seventeenth century, the agrarian sector rapidly became more
important as a market for industrial goods, on the continent agriculture was
inefficient in many regions owing to its dominant relations of production and
the agrarian scctor did not generate a large demand. This heritage from the
past survived revolutions and reforms and was felt uniil far into the nineteenth
century. In France, the development of a domestic market was inhihited by the
small-peasant structure of agriculture and its reinforcement by the Revolution;
in central Europe, by the burdering of the peasantry with high commutation-
payments, and in east-central and eastern Europe by the restrictions to mobility
imposed upon the economy by a vigorously developing agrarian capilalism.®?
In the towns, just as in the countryside, the emergence of a dynamic demand was
largely a function of the socio-economic structures and the opportunities for
mobility that they provided.®® It is true ihat the foreign markets offered the
possibility of compensating for sluggish domestic markets, but if this oppor-
tunily was to be seized, a certain social foundation was needed, as well as the
support of political institutions. England achieved a guasi-monopolistic
position in the world market hecause her power-élites, in conducting foreign
policy, promoted her commercial interests. Their attitudes stood in contrast to
that of the élites in the absolutist regimes. The foreign policy of the English
¢élites crcated a vast potential demand for the domestic indusiries of the
country.®* This supremacy, which developed into a monopoly during the wars
of the French Revolution, robbed the other siates of the opportunity o
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compensate their own sluggish domestic demand in the same way. They
became ‘inward looking” {F. Crouzet) and were faced with the necessity of
expanding their domestic markets and removing existing restrictions to
economic freedom.*®

An attempt has been made, in the preceding pages, to explore the connections
between proto-industrialization and industrialization on three different levels:
the direct connection, the preconditions created by proto-industrialization,
and the general socio-political framework. As we come closer to the last
level — disregarding, for a moment, the other two — the connection between
proto-industrialization and industrialization seems to evaporate, But even in
the case of late industrialization, an indirect connection exists because of the
demonstration-effect of English industrialization,

2, Industrialization: its retarded beginnings and troubled
development; de-industrialization

De-industrialization was not unigue to the transition period from proto-
industry to factory indusiry. Even during proto-industrialization, its be-
ginnings can be observed in the towns as well as in the countryside. Whether a
region lagged behind or advanced rapidly was determined by the conditions of
inter-regional and international competition. Given the persistent struggle
between various proto-industrial regions for international markets, product-
diversification became an important factor. D. C. Coleman has shown that,
alongside the spatial expansion of industrial commaodity-production, the
diversification of products constituted a second potentiality for growth in the
textile industry.*® Regions which did not adapt early enough to new trends fell
behind. Beginning in the sixieenth century, for example, the demand for cheap
linen increased rapidly in international markets, and the industry in Upper
Swabia was forced into recession because the putters-out of Augsburg failed to
make the transition from fustian to pure linen*” In the seventeenth century,
when the English textile industry underwent a painful structural change, trying
to weather the crisis of the ‘old draperies’ and adjust to the rise of the ‘new
draperies’, some industrial regions did much better than others.?® A variety of
other factors, such as the availability of raw materials, relative costs, and tariff
discrimination by importing countries, contributed to the stagnation and
decline of rural industrial areas.

But it was during the period of industrialization that the full scope of the
problem of de-industrialization became apparent.’® When a region entered on
the industrialization process, it gained a competitive advantage over those
regions which had been its rivals in the world market. The latter fell behind if
they did not catch up quickly by industrializing in their turn. But here lay the
problem. Proto-industrialization did indeed provide certain cenditions for a
capitalistic industrialization; they were not however sufficient to actually
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introduce the process of industrialization. For the domestic system of pro-
duction to be pushed into industrialization, a certain general framework was
necessary, in addition to the internal contradictions or an impetus from outside.
If that framework was lacking or insufficiently developed, the mechanisms
which regulated the proto-industrial system could break down under the
combined pressure of its internal contradictions and the outside thrust. The
system would collapse altogether, without succeeding at industrialization, or
become suhject to a succession of severe crises. This, in different degrees of
intensity, was the lot of western and southwestern France, Flanders, cast
Westphalia, Hesse, Wiirttemberg, and Silesia,

The proto-industrial system was marked by internal contradictions which
confronted it with serious problems during its growth-phase and put into
question its capacity for self-regulation ; but they also complicated its transition
to the factory mode of production. They can tosome extent be attributed to the
fact that the conditions of the family economy and its specific demographic
pattern inclined the proto-industrial system toward the extension of pro-
duction, rather than toward its intensification. Technological progress re-
mained largely external to the system of domestic production.®® This was not
due only to the econemic behaviour of small producers. The rapid growth of
proto-industrial populations, whilst guaranteeing the elasticity of the labour
supply which the expansion of proto-industry required, also determined the
mode of production as such. Where it resulted in an over-supply of labour
power, it arrested the introduction of capital-intensive techniques; and because
it favoured the extension of production, it threatened to freeze the forces of
production at the existing level. The merchant-manufacturers did not need to
substitute capital for labour as long as the demand for labour did not rise faster
than its supply.

This permanent over-supply of labour power, in conjunction with a very
unfavourably developing demand for goods, locked the linen industry of the
European mainland into a vicious circle of poverty. But demographic
mechanisms, inherent in the linen industry as part of the proto-industrial
systermn, were not alone responsible for maintaining this over-supply of labour.
Forces from outside played a role as well. In many parts of Europe, linen
production was the peasants’ traditional by-occupation. At a time when many
peasants came under pressure because they lost their land or had to make
commutation payments, and when alternative sources of income were unavail-
able due to the lag in the development of industrial capitalism, there was an
inevitable rise in the number of those who hoped to earn a supplementary
income from linen work.®' The crisis in agriculture affected the linen industry
and increased its problems of adaptation. A similar situation eccurred in
England. In the framework knitting industry of the Midlands, wages and
living-conditions declined drastically in the first half of the nineteenth century
because of an over-supply of labour as well as sluggish sales in foreign markets.
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Framework knitting had always been heavily dominated by putting-out
capital, but the factory system made inroads into the industry only from the
middle of the century.®? As it turned out, the specific demographic pattern
which had had important regulative functions within the system of proto-
industrialization continued to exist during the critical phase of its transition to
industrial capitalism. But now it furthered the involution of the system. Proto-
industrialization perpetuated itself and thereby invited its death sentence, for
its environment had changed.

To these endogenous factors which account for the death of proto-industry
must he added an exogenous factor: British competition had become a serious
threat to the industries on the continent.’* England had gained an advantage
by revolutionizing her production apparatus and further comsolidating it
berween 1790 and 1814, as well as by pushing her rivals out of overseas markets
during the Wars of the Coalition. As early as 1792, when the British blockade
robbed the Atlantic economy of its function as ‘engine of growth’, whole areas of
France, Spain, and Portugal succumbed to ‘pastoralization’ (F. Crouzet}# The
German linen industry, too, entered into a severe crisis after the turn of the
century, especially after the Continental Blockade had been proclaimed.® The
linen exports from Landeshut in Silesia (now Kamienna Goéra) fell from 167,713
piecesin 1805 to 90,414 pieces in 1807 (1813:24,234), and those of the districts
of Eschwege and Hersfeld in Hesse fell from 192,769 in 1805/06 to 89,114 pieces
in 1807/08.85 After the Blockade, when English goods were sold on the continent
at dumping prices, many industries that had been artificially supported faced
severe difficulties in domestic markets as well.#” England had gained the upper
hand cver them in the struggle for the ‘appropriation of “‘foreign™ purchasing
power’ (W. Hofmann) ; now the ‘national’ purchasing-power itself was at stake.

The crisis of the continental linen industry continued. In the long run, it
could not stand up to Irish and Scottish competition in international markets.®
The Irish and Scots were superior largely because, even before the middle of the
century, they used machine-made yarns, as well as better bleaching and
finishing processes.®® But for the countries that lagged behind, the consequences
of the British lead could be ambivalent. Some regions were stimulated by the
British challenge and adjusted their production apparatus to the new
conditions. Others failed to make the connection and their industrial structures
regressed. Sometimes they succeeded in entering the industrialization process
only after a long crisis-ridden transition period. The width of the gap must have
been crucial, for too large a shortfall in development must often have made it
impossible for the retarded region to catch up. The dialectic of backwardness
could not then work itself out.

This takes us back to the general framework of capitalist industrialization.
De-industrialization did not simply arise out of the crisis of domestic industry
caused by internal and external factors. In order to analyse it, we need a more
comprehensive frame of reference that includes the entire industrialization
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process. We need to know about the physical environment, the level of socio-
economic development, the gencral conditions of production as well as the
relations of production in the region under consideration. It is here that
explanations will be found for those cases where the proto-industrial system did
not undergo the fundamental structural changes which had become necessary
once its self-regulating mechanisms could no longer cope with its increasing
internal contradictions and the rapidly changing environment. In our analysis,
individual factors will have to be treated as parts of an interdependent
structural whole,

If aregion lacked those natural resources which industrialization ‘actualized’
(K. A. Wittfogel},’® its stagnation and decline often becamec inevitable, since
subsidiary industries did not establish themselves. Seen within the wider
context of proto-industrial regions, ‘quasi-herizontale démographique’ robbed
the economy of Normandy and in particular lower Normandy of — as Pierre
Chaunu sees it — one of its most important stimulants toward growth, namely
population increase, and subjected it to stagnation. But such a demographic
pattern needs to be explained. In Normandy, it seems to have resulted from
agricultural specialization, i.e. from the expansion of a labour-extensive
pastoral economy and contraction of the arable, in response to the proximity to
the Parisian consumer centre. The specialization process, according to
Chaunu, entailed ‘une réduction brutale de 'optimum de peuplement’.”

Even apart from such secondary effects, the agrarian sector assumed a
strategic function in the process of industrialization and de-industrialization.
Where an unfavourable structure of farm-sizes, high commutation-payments,
and an overwhelmingly powerful agrarian-capitalist sector pushed the peasant
economy into subsistence farming and, as a result, there was nereallocation and
specialization of peasant labour power, agriculture failed to develop a demand
for industrial products. The formation of a domestic market was thus impeded.
At the same time these products, needed for the expansion of the industrial
sector, were not forthcoming — a circumstance which dees not, however, apply
in the case of the agrarian capitalism in east-central and eastern Europe.’?
Finally, a region’s level of socio-economic development influenced the
investment-decisions of the owners of capital. In the absence of subsidiary and
service industries, which would have made possible external savings, invest-
ments were not made because their profitability was not assured.’®

Where the gemeral conditions of production were not guaranteed, the
prerequisites for the necessary renewal of the production-apparatus were
lacking. Bad transportation and communication networks meant competitive
disadvantages in relation to other more favourably equipped regiens. Capital
invested in such regions involved comparatively large risks’* Where the state
interfered with the relations of production, trying to regulate and control them,
it could conjure up a coastellation of events and circumstances which
immobilized the old productive system and contributed to its stagnation and
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final death. Where government institutions which controlled the quality of
products took their place between petty producers and merchant capital, they
hindered not only the formation of the putting-out system; they also prevented
a situation in which the better-situated domestic producers could become
agents and middlemen between their co-producers and the putters-out—a
situation, i.c. which elsewhere gave rise to that intermediate social stratum
where the impetus toward industrialization often originated. Monopolies and
privileges granted by governments could successfully guide and regulate
economic development at the time they were awarded, but they could become
dysfunctional if they outlived their usefulness, By protecting against com-
petition the enterprises to which they were granted, they promoted their
involution and at the same time prevented the rise of potentially more efficient
rivals. This can be observed in the area dominated by the Calwer Zeughand-
lungskompagnie, whose liquidation in 1797 came much too late.”

Finally, industrialization encountered barriers wherever remnants of the
feudal relations of production continued to exist. They constrained the markets
for labour, capital, and goods and thereby hindered adaptation to new
economic circumstances. Merchant capital remained attached to the status
system of pre-industrial societies. It avoided the sphere of production and
favoured investments in the agrarian sector which continued to enjoy high
social prestige. When serfdom was abolished in Silesia in 1807, the lords
continued to impose a series of servile levies, not least of all the Weberzins
fweaver’s tax).”® According to contemporary reports, the weavers were obliged
to give up to one fourth of their income to their lord and the state.”” Such
conditions paralysed all initiative for techrical or organizational progress on
the part of the petty producers. Instead they had to resort to fraudulent
practices if they wanted to survive, and this further damaged the competitive-
ness of Silesian linen in domestic and foreign markets.”® All this, combined with
the economic attitudes of the Silesian merchant capitalists, the underdeveloped
regional market constricted by the rural refations of production, the insufficient
infrastructure, the unfavourable geographic location, and the overpowering
competition of west-German textile industries, formed a vicious circle from
which it seemed impossibie to break out.”®

In Russia, the belated abolition of serfdom (1861) heavily burdened the
transition from proto-industrialization to industrialization. The harshness of
Russian serfdom not only restricted the mobility of labour but also the field of
operations of the entrepreneurs, especially if they were serfs, Their uncertain
legal status, which exposed them to the arbitrary power of their lords, severely
limited the ‘time horizon of entrepreneurial decisions’. The servile dues of proto-
industrial producers, of the labourers in centralized manufactures, and of the
serf-entrepreneurs took on — as A. Gerschenkron put it — the form of a “tribute’
from industry to the land-owning classes.*® And the modalities of the abolition
of serfdom, especially the preservation of a system of land-redistribution within
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the community, the ebsfichina, by no means cleared the road for capitalist
industrialization. During the following decades, substitutes had to be found to
offset the failure of the abolition laws to create the appropriate preconditions.
To a considerable extent the violence of Russian industrialization can be
attributed to these substitutes.®!

But the determining factors of de-industrialization cannot all be found within
the region which succumbed to it. Underdevelopment was, and still is, the
result of a process of ‘circular cavsation with cumulative effects’ (G. Myrdal). In
this process, the beginning capitalist industrialization and the dynamic of
socio-economic change which it unleashed were of decisive importance. The
emergence of an industrial centre produced (negative) ‘backwash effects’ in
other regions which could usually not be offset by the {positive) ‘spread effects’
{G. Myrda)} from the industrial centre since these were spatially limited. A
district where factory industries were concentrated already had important
advantages of concentration {external savings etc.) for the settlement of more
industries and consequently developed such a strong pull that other regions
could not remain unaffected. Interregional migrations, movements of capital
and trade all converged on the industrial centre. In the other regions deficits
arose as a consequence of these centripetal movements which, in conjunction
with the existing restrictive elements, formed a cumulative process. The gap
between development and underdevelopment widened. ‘The evolutionary
growth of industry produced a devolutionary counter-current’ (Ch. Tilly) 52

From the theoretical perspective, the industrialization process represents an
immense reallocation of resources compressed into a relatively short time-
period. In this connection industrial locations were reassigned. Traditional but
outmoded locations went into decline as the development of the material and
institutional infrastructure increasingly made it possible to mobilize
production-factors and goods. Labour, once it was legally free, lost its power to
determine the location of industries.®® Instead the spatial distribution of raw
materials and fuel, as well as transport costs, became the factors which
determined the location of industries. The sites of new resources to be tapped
greatly influenced the infrastructure to be developed, and both resources and
infrastructure together might give a competitive advantage to one region while
causing others to fall back. Mountainous areas, where proto-industries had
been attracted by the easily available raw materials and fuel when pushed out
of the plains with their relatively rigid social structure, lost their importance as
centres of industrial activity when those factors ceased to be determinants of
industrial location® When an industrial region, relatively protected by its
isolation from the outside world, was opened up by the completion of new
transportation routes, its industries which had been geared toward a limited
market often could not stand up to the competition that now confronted it.®
On the other hand, the full utilization of the advantages inherent in
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agglomerations of population became possible through improvements in the
supply of food ®

The phenomenal rise of the woollen industry in the West Riding and its
relatively rapid mechanization left behind all the other English production
centres, such as the wallen-cloth industry in the West country — and more
especially that of East Anglia whose production-structures regressed before
they disappeared entirely during the nineteenth century. The woollen industry
of the West Riding triumphed not only because of its superior production and
sales organization but also because it was supported by a bundle of subsidiary
industries.*” The Irish linen industry underwent a similar reallocation process
as the English woollen industry. In the first half of the nineteenth century it was
concentrated in the north-east, i.e. in Ulster, which offered the most favourable
conditions for the mechanization of yarn production. The declining northern
Irish cotton industry, which was itself a chiid of the linen industry, had laid the
foundation for its mechanization. Now linen could enter on the cotton
industry’s inheritance. Belfast, moreover, had good connections with England
which was important when the northern Irish linen industry, in making the
transition to steam-driven spinning-machines in the 1830s, became dependent
on English coal ® But the rise of linen in the north-east entailed its decline in
other parts of the country. The spinning-wheel was replaced by the spinning-
machine and handloom-weavers moved to northern Ireland attracted by the
spinning factories. The South was subject to a process of industrial decay and
fragmentation helped along by the decline of its woollen industry which was
unable to stand up to English competition. The points were switched, and the
country set on a collision course for the catastrophic food crisis of 1846—50.8¢

Occasionally, this process of reallocation and concentration took on the form
of a division of labour, assigning the production of industrial goods to one
region and that of agrarian goods to another. The specialization in agrarian
production, brought about by the demand that a large industrial centre or big
city generated, could turn a region into a ‘désert industriel’ {F. Crouzet}.?® De-
differentiation resulted from specialization. Processes like this can be observed
in Normandy, in parts of Lancashire and Cheshire.?!

No less important than the changeover in the locations of industrial activity
and, to some extent, not without a feedback-effect upon it, was the process of
substitution or replacement that affected raw materials and fuels. As a result of
the substitution of coke for charcoal, for example, the iron industry migrated to
coal-bearing areas. The linen industry was heavily hit by the competition of
cotton, Since the beginning of the nineteenth century, the terms of trade
between linen and cotton rapidly shifted in favour of the latter. Around 1900,
the production-cost {including the cost of the raw material) of a unit of linen
cloth amounted to double the production-cost of the same unit of cotton cloth 82
Cotton, therefore, became a most dangerous competitor for Iinen.
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Mechanization was introduced into linen very slowly and followed far behind
the mechanization of cotton. This was primarily due to the nature of the fibre.
Many more difficulties had to be overcome to produce linen yarn than cotton
yarn, and the situation in weaving was similar.** But there were other reasons,
too. As discussed earlier, the close connection between the linen industry and
peasant life, caused by the lack of alternative income-opportunities, engen-
dered a persistent surplus of labour as well as of finished and semi-finished goods
during the first half of the nineteenth century which, for quite some time,
hindered the mechanization and factory organization of linen vyarn
production ®*

One last point must be taken into consideration, The linen industry’s
incapacity to adjust to the mew circumstances says something about its
organizational structure. The predominance of the Kaufsystem — characteristic
of the linen industry — meant that the industry was turned in upon itself, that it
lacked the link provided by the putter-out{merchant which, in the circum-
stances, could have initiated the process of adaptation leading to the change-
over to cotton.?* Only in the 18505, probably much too late for most regions, did
the putting-out system come to dominate the German linen industry. In order
to keep German linen competitive the merchants were forced to impose stricter
controls on the production-process and to organize the producers under the
putting-out systern. At the same time the first signs of labour scarcity appeared,
and the merchants thought it wise to tie the weavers more closely to
themselves.®® Yet the linen industry survived only where they succeeded in
mechanizing yarn-production and specialized in quality products. This was the
foundation of the —admittedly relative —success of production centres in
northern Ireland, in the département du Nord (Lille), in Flanders {Ghent), in
east Westphalia {Bielefeld), in Upper Lusatia (Zittau), in Silesia (Kamienna
Gora, formerly: Landeshut}, and in northern and north-eastern Bohemia®
Other production regions, such as western France, Hesse (including the Rhén),
the former County of Tecklenburg, and the area around Osnabriick, failed to
adjust.*® Their industrial structures collapsed.

The regions of de-industrialization on the European continent, then, tended
to be those which specialized in the production of linen during the proto-
industrial phase. But it would be going too far to attribute the relative
backwardness of continental Europe as compared with Fngland to the
predominant position of linen within its industrial structure on the eve of the
Industrial Revelution, Nor can the failure of the industrialization process in
certain regions be attributed to its predominance. Instead it was of crucial
importance that no close bond was formed between linen and cotton which, as
in Lancashire, might have facilitated the transition to cotton production
but would also have stimulated technical progress in linen after its success
in the cotton industry ®® There is no need to trace the reasons why such a bond
did not develop, for they are largely identical with the factors described
above.
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Actually, the terms ‘industrialization’ and ‘de-industrialization’ do not do
justice to the variety of developments undergone by proto-industrial regions
during the Industrial Revolution. What is needed is to replace this rigid
dichotomy with a scale of empirically verifiable paths of development.'® This
will be attempted here.

{1} Industrialization, including the autonomous industrialization in
England as well as late industrialization in the continental states: the
industrialization process, as it entered a proto-industrial region, gradually
brought about the concentration of factory production in a few places. The
‘country mills’ disappeared as soon as steam-power took the place of water-
power.'”! Certain subsidiary industries and service industries sometimes
managed tc survive in the countryside, but their contribution was mostly
limited to agricultural products.

(21 A difficult transition to industrialization, often combined with a
temporary and partial de-industrialization: some proto-industrial regions,
especially Flanders, eastern Westphalia, and Silesia, succeeded in introducing
the industrialization process only after a long crisis-ridden transition period.
They were drawn into de-industrialization and are therefore often grouped
with the de-industrialization regions.'®? But their industrial structures proved
soresistant that factory industry finally managed to establish a foothold, even if
sometimes only marginally so, as in Lower Silesia.

{3) De-industrialization and simultaneous concentration on commercial
agriculture: in such regions the proto-industrial base proved too weak to be
developed during the phase of industrialization; however, advantage was taken
of the presence of a nearby city or cluster of towns to specialize in agrarian
production, above all dairy products. De-industrialization, on occasion
resulted from this process of specialization.

{4) De-industrialization due to the loss of contact with supra-regional
markets: when their industries declined, such regions were thrown back upon
themselves. Since agriculture was no alternative, many people were forced to
emigrate and population declined.

With entry upon the process of capitalist industrialization and the con-
sequent acceleration of socio-economic change, the international system of
competition between centres of industrial commodity producticn got under
way. One country took the lead, others followed, yet others fell behind. The
distance increased between countries that revolutionized their production-
apparatus and those that lagged behind ; eventually, this distance far exceeded
anything ever observed during proto-industrialization. The gap, in particular,
which was now opening between the European metropolitan countries and the
countries on the periphery widened dramatically. The proto-industries of the
great agrarian societies of Asia were destroyed when their traditional markets
were flooded by machine-made finished products from the metropolitan
countries, cheap because they were machine-made. The countries on the
periphery were defenceless against this invasion and had to yield to it since they
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were either formally or informally dependent on the metropolitan countries. It
1s true that some countries, by making use of the advantages of backwardness,
succeeded relatively quickly in closing in on the leader of the Industrial
Revolution, i.e. in catching up with it and sometimes even overtaking it. But
aside from Japan, late industrialization was initially confined to Europe. Here
the distance between the two poles of development narrowed in the long run,
but in the world at large it increased and there is no end to this process in sight.

3. Decline of proto-industrialization, pauperism and the sharpening
of the contrast between city and countryside

The decline of the proto-industrial system of production and its replacement by
the factory system left deep impressions on the lives of hundreds of thousands of
people. The peasant with insufficient land to support his family was deprived of
the opportunity to earn a supplementary income in rural industry. The rural
producer who earned his living primarily through industrial labour was forced
to enter the factory, no matter how long he resisted it. This might not have
caused him too much hardship if he lived in a region which succeeded in making
the transition to the factory system without much delay, for then he did not
have to leave his familiar environment even if he had to cover long distances to
and from the factory. But the situation of small producers became almost
desperate if the industrialization process began only haltingly and was
accompanied by severe crises, and especially if it failed or did not get started at
all, leaving the industrial structures of the region to collapse. Penury became
general, Many joined the great trek to the industrial centres, others emigrated
overseas. For many the threat to the foundations of their existence was
particularly harsh because they had lived in a fairly paternalistic and
communal environment which now broke down. There was a decline in the
traditional notion of a moral economy which had shaped not only the
expectations of the dependent social classes but also to some extent informed the
economic decisions of governments. It was pushed aside by the laissez-faire
economy which made the individual defenceless against the anonymous
mechanisms of the market.'® The crisis of material existence became an all-
encompassing crisis of human relationships. The death of the proto-industrial
system conjured up a great social crisis. Its disintegration threatened the
integration of society and plunged those who were directly affected into an
identity-crisis of heretofore unknown proportions.

These are the causes of the pauperism of the first half of the nineteenth
century. Although its history goes far back into the pre-industrial period,'®* it
toock on a new quality during the transition from the agrarian society
interwoven with proto-industries to industrial capitalism, Three elements
coincided: the crisis of proto-industry, the change in agrarian structures, and
population-growth.'® The third European wave of population increase, which
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began in the eighteenth century, was at first not much different from its
predecessors, being primarily caused by a reduction in mortality, But during its
progress, the growth of population picked up speed. Authority-patterns that
had kept fertility under control broke down. Pre-marital conceptions and
illegitimate births accounted for a rapidly increasing percentage of the total
number of births and inflated the overall birth figure.!*® The specific
reproductive pattern of proto-industrial populations had a powerful influence
on population growth. Even during the decline of proto-industrialization it was
not significantly modified. The reduced growth in those proto-industrial
regions which had become subject to de-industrialization seems to be traceable
to an increase in mortality and to out-migration rather than to a change in
reproductive behaviour.!®” In the areas of Gutsherrschgft, population-growth
was induced by the capitalization of large estates, 1.e. the transition from the
manorial system based on servile labour to the type of estate farming whose
labour was freely contracted.'®®

As the traditional peasant society disintegrated —a process that was
accelerated by the agrarian reforms of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries ~ the deterioration in the situation of those who lived on its fringes was
particularly marked. The enclosures and partitions of communal property
often decisively diminished the subsistence-margin of the smallholders. Once
the common fields and the right to glean had been abolished, they were forced
to limit their livestock and indeed, often enough, to give up their last cow. They
found it almost impossible to meet their need for wood.'**

The accelerated demographic growth and the iransformation of the agrarian
structures that occurred in the first half of the nineteenth century fell upon a
socio-economic system which had reached the limits of its capacity for the
absorption of such shocks, and which could no longer assure the subsistence of
the population which carried that system. Proto-industrialization had been
that part of the production-system which had absorbed most of the rural
population-surplus, but by now it had entered uvpon its death struggle.
Admittedly the number of domestic production-units continued to
increase — at first at a rate even faster than that of the population — but that
increase took place at the expense of those who were already domestic
producers and whose situation was already precarious as a result of the crisis of
domestic industry.''® Not only did the subsistence-value of an individual
domestic production-unit shrink, but it was also systematically reduced by
merchants and putlers-out who turned the sitvation to their advantage and
profited from the overmanning of industries. In addition to increasing their
profit-rate, they had also to concern themselves about their competitiveness in
national and international markets. The overmanning in proto-industrial
occupations and the inter-regionally and internationally uneven progress of
capitalist industries had the effect of narrowing down the subsistence-margin of
the proto-industrial family economy. The factory system was for the most part
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still too little developed for it to be able to play a large compensatory role. Such
was the constellation of causes that produced the pauperism of the first half of
the nineteenth century.

Three factors determined the chronological, inter-regional, and inter-
national course of the pauperization-process.

1} the industrialization of a particular sub-systern of the social organization of
labour (e.g. spinning};

2) the falling back of the sub-system (e.g. weaving) which, in the course of the
production-process, follows next upon the first sub-system;

3) the falling back of entire regions and states behind those regions and states
where industrialization had begun earlier.

The process of pauperization which seized the proto-industrial population
began when the first cotton-spinning factories were built. The livelihoods of
many who had earned their subsistence as spinners was threatened.!’’ The
demand for hand-spun yarn declined rapidly and yarn prices fell.!'? The
spinning-mills in particular presented the hand-spinners with no alternative
employment-prospects, and this was not only on account of their subjective
attitudes but also for objective reasens. The mill-owners employed mainly
women and children, because they were easier to discipline. In acting thus, the
employers were not primarily following their own inclinations but were rather
pressured by the situation on the labour market or were following pre-industrial
employment patterns. Many spinners, of necessity, turned to handloom-
weaving.'!?

The number of handloom-weavers multiplied. In Great Britain, the number
of cotton weavers more than trebled between 1795 and 1833.'1* The domestic
system expanded, but instead of being a relatively autonomous part of the
proto-industrial system, it was now an integral component of the process of
capitalist industrialization.!’® Consequently its utilization was subject to the
conditions of exploitation which characterized that process. As soon as it
became possible to close the gap between yarn and cloth production, and the
entrepreneurs realized that greater profits could be made if they abandoned the
domestic mode of production in weaving, the piece-rate which the weavers
could command came under pressure. In times of crisis, they were the first to
lose their livelihood. From then on handloom-weaving played a different role
in the strategies of exploitation used by textile capitalists. Having lost their
freedom of movement by sinking capital into fixed investments, they regarded
handloom-weaving as an additional resource which could be tapped or left idle
depending on market trends.!'® For the English handicom-weavers, however,
the golden age came to an end, not in the 1820s when a larger number of power
looms were first installed, but with the beginning of the Continental Blockade.
An overcrowded labour-market, subject to severe fluctuations, made it possible
for putters-out to lower the price rate. The price-index for muslins fell to 40 in
1820 (1805:100}, the index for calicos fell to 30 in 1840 (1815:100)."7
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Abandoned by their governments, and having no recourse to trade-union-like
organizations, the handloom-weavers were doomed. Some died, others turned
to different occupations.''® On the continent, the lag in the development of
mechanized weaving behind mechanized spinning had similar effects on the
working- and living-conditions of the handloom-weavers. But the situation was
complicated by the fact that their number often muliplied in response to the
quantity of English yarn that appeared on the domestic market. Furthermore,
they were at first not so much exposed to the competition of domestic as to that
of the English weaving-mills.''*

On the continent, the technological lag behind Great Britain, as well as the
occasional development-gap between individual regions, was much more
relevant to the explanation of pauperism than was the mechanization of a part
of an industry and subsequent attempt to close the rift between the two stages of
production by increasing the number of domestic production-units. The causes
of pauperism in continental Europe lie in the general crisis of proto-industry
which was brought about by British competition in the world market, and
deepened by the rapid population-growth, and in the late development of the
factory system which lagged not only behind Great Britain but also behind
mare rapidly progressing regions on the continent. In 1844, the Deufsche
Vierteljakrsschrifi (German Quarterly), citing a newspaper report, wrote: “The
main cause of the great misery that has affected the Fichtelgebirge, the Saxon
Voigtland, and the Bohemian Erzgebirge lies in the total depression of all
branches of industry that is common to these areas.”*® And this applied to
many other regions as well. Another article, about the upper Erzgebirge, in the
same journal is more analytical:

The cause of this sudden impoverishment does not only lie in a temporary slowing down
of trade, as we have often experienced in the past, but in the circumstance that the
factories in England have encroached upon our manufacture, The making of lace is the
first industry to have received its death blow, and this affects thousands of people for
whom the bobbin had been the milk-giving cow all the year round.'?!

The linen-producing regions were the hardest hit. Demand lagged far behind
supply. Yarn prices fell, for ever since cheap British machine-spun yarn flooded
the market, the price of hand-spun varn was determined by that of machine-
spun yarn. The income of spinners fell, since the margin between rising flax-
prices and falling yarn-prices shrank.!*? In regions where hand-spinning was
the livelihood of its inhabitants, the misery was extraordinary. In 1853, the
Prussian government official, €. H. Bitter, wrote a ‘Report about the state of
distress in the Senne region between Bielefeld and Paderborn’, i.e. about that
district which Georg Weerth, in 1845, had called a ‘desert’ and about which he
had said that it ‘is now populated by the most unfortunate inhabitants of the
once mighty Westphalia’.!?® Bitter, in his report, could show that the yearly
income of a spinner’s family of five had fallen from 82 to 49 Reichstaler, and he
estimated the deficit in their household budget at 31 to 36 Reichstaler.'?* The
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days when a whole family could derive the main part of its subsistence from
hand-spinning were gone for ever.!?®

The income of the handloom-weavers, though higher than that of the
spinners and sustained by the fall in yarn prices, was also adversely affected
during the first half of the nineteenth century. The loss of foreign markets, the
general overcrowding of the craft, and the competition of cotton rabbed it of its
vitality and drove the weavers into unbelievable misery.'*® They tried to
increase their output in order to compensate for their diminishing incomes,
according to the laws of the family economy, and thereby entered a crenlus
vitiosus from which there was no escape.'? Their patience was finally exhausted
when they found themselves dependent on merchants who put pressure on their
incomes and subjected them to all kinds of harassment. This is the background
to the revolt of the Silesian weavers in 1844. The violence of that eruption can
be explained by the fact that the weavers of Peterswaldau {now Pieszyce) and
Langenbielau {now Bielawa) had already made the switch to cotton and,
through the putting-out system, were chained to merchant-manufacturers
whom they hated, namely the Zwanzigers and others. Some of the weavers had
come from the completely depressed linen-industry hoping for a scanty
subsistence. The merchant-manufacturers took advantage of their plight and
cut their pay wherever possible, Thus the storm that burst over the premises of
the Gebriider Zwanziger establishment in Peterswaldau on 4 June 1884 had
been some considerable time in the brewing.!?®

During the crisis of 1846—7 which preceded the Revolution of 1848 and was
the last crisis of the ‘type ancien’ in central and western Europe, the misery
among the proto-industrial population reached its peak. Outside of England,
therefore, it became in some respects the final crisis of the proto-industrial
system, though not of domestic industry.’?® The reasonable harvest of 1845 was
followed by a catastrophic one in 1846: the rapidly spreading potato-blight
destroyed large parts of the crop, and to that was added the failure of the grain
harvest. In the period leading up to the Spring of 1847, the prices of potatoes
and bread-grains multiplied many times over.'*® The high prices of basic food
stuffs produced a chain-reaction. The crisis, caused by the deficiency of
agrarian products, brought in its wake an underconsumption-crisis for the
consumer goods industries, which inevitably hit particularly hart at the proto-
industrial producers.'®' The situation was already so depressed that they could
do little to counteract the crisis. During the heyday of proto-industrialization
foreign, and especially overseas, markets had often made it possible to weather
the contraction of domestic demand that followed harvest failures; but now
most of the foreign markets were lost. Those of the petty producers who
competed with factories or manufactures and who were regarded by industrial
capitalists as an industrial reserve army were the first to lose their work. In
Silesia, the misery took on such proportions that on 17 May 1847, troops were
once again transferred to Reichenbach (now Dzierzoniéw) ‘because of the
concern about anticipated unrest’.!3
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The misery of the Flemish spinners and weavers was beyond description. The
linen sold in Flemish markets fell from 208,826 pieces in 1845 to 129,674 pieces
in 1848, and the exports fell from 2,789,304 kilograms in 1845 to 1,448,485
kilograms in 1848. In 1843, 18.4 per cent of the population were on public
assistance and the number had risen to 32.0 per cent in 1847. In eastern
Flanders 37.8 per cent of the rural poor were spinners and weavers in 1847.13%
But the poverty on the continent was completely overshadowed by the eventsin
Ireland where the hunger-crisis culminated in a mortality-crisis of extraor-
dinary proportions. Between the Autumn of 1846 and the Spring of 1851,
Ireland lost almost cne tenth of her population. Another 10 per cent emigrated.
The western counties had by far the highest mortality losses. In this region the
decline of the rural textile industry, resulting especially from the concentration
of the linen industry in the north-e¢ast, had thrown many people into destitution
and thereby laid the groundwork for the catastrophe of 1846-51."** In Ireland,
the crisis of proto-industry literally destroyed its social base.

Elsewhere the adjustment of the social structures, which proto-
industrialization left behind, to the realities of industrial capitalism was less
violent, but it could still involve great suffering. The concentrations of
population which had developed during proto-industrialization in various
regions could only to a small extent be smoothly integrated into industrial
capitalism. Even in regions where the transition to the factory system was made
without great delays, human labour needed to be reallocated. If the process of
industrialization failed in a once proto-industrial region or if it advanced only
slowly, a new equilibrium between population and resources had to be
established and the population had to bear the brunt. Agriculture could absorb
only a limited number, even though its demand for labour still rose during the
agrarian revolution. The growth of the agrarian population remained far
behind that of the total population.!*s The attempts to ward off the social
consequences of the decline of proto-industrialization by new domestic
industries such as basket-making or cigar-making had no lasting success.!?®
Numerous petty producers were forced to join the trek into the centres of factory
industry or to try their luck overseas. Many proto-industrial regions thus
turned into a reservoir that fed not only domestic migration but also the
emigration to America.'¥ Those parts of the population who lived by the work
of their hands felt utterly, physically powerless, faced with the violence of the
enormous reallocation-process into which they were being drawn. Nascent
industrial capitalism treated them with complete disregard and subordinated
them to its own utilitarian interests. The industrial system was claiming its first
tribute.

As industrial capitalism developed, industrial activity was once more
concentrated in towns. To be sure industrial centres also arose in the
countryside, but they soon grew and hecame towns or town-like communities.
The productive structure of the countryside, on the other hand, was subject to
de-differentiation: the manufacture of industrial goods declined and the
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relative weight of agriculture increased. In many cases, agriculture remained
the only important production-sector. This is why many areas in the
countryside were much more rural argund 1900 than they had been a century
earlier, even if they belonged to regions intc which industrial capitalism
had penetrated.’*® T'he original division of labour between town and country-
side had been restored, but the emphasis had shifted. Agriculture had lost its
primacy to the secondary and tertiary sectors, Its contribution to the national
product, as well as the percentage of the total population that it employed, had
declined rapidly,

In addition, since the beginning of the — still continuing — world agricultural
crisis, the terms of trade between agrarian and industrial products have —to all
appearance finally — shifted in favour of the latter. The countryside has come
under the economic dictate of the city. The social consequences of re-
agrarianization were immense. No longer was it possible to earn a living in
the countryside outside the agrarian economy.!®® This affected not only the
proto-industrial population-groups as such, but also the smallholders who were
dependent on additional incomes to be earned outside of agriculture. If their
village was situated near a large town or industrial district, they could find work
and commute between city and countryside, But that was the exception rather
than the rule. The more the agrarian incomes of smallholders came under
pressure, the more they had to face the necessity of giving up agriculture and
starting a new life in the town. As the process of the accumulation of capital
progressed, so also the depopulation of the countryside got under way, as the
inhabitants increasingly converged on a few districts.



Part 11

Agriculture and peasant industry in
eighteenth-century Flanders

FRANKLIN F. MENDELS

Well before the coming of modern industrialization in the nineteenth century, a
large section of the population of Flanders was involved in industrial
occupations. A large export-oriented linen industry — outside the framework of
the city or factory — had developed in the countryside during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries tc complement agricultural production on many
farms. Of the 600,000 inhabiiants of East Flanders in 1800, more than 100,000
adults and an undetermined number of children were spinning flax, while
another 22,000 adults were engaged in weaving linen, mostly on a part-time
basis.! This essay will discuss the impact of industry on agrarian organization
and agricultural growth in Flanders in some of its spatial, economic, and
demographic dimensions.

Industry

Producing linen had become the principal industrial activity in Flanders by
1800. The older woolen industry, which was the basis of Flemish industrial
preeminence during the Middle Ages, had almost entirely vanished, Other
industries, such as leather, paper, brick, glass, beer, gin, and linseed oil,
although not negligible, were devoted only 1o the needs of the local population,
and employed relatively few people.

Linen production was largely a rural activity. In Ghent, Bruges, Lille,
Courtrai, and other cities, linen production stagnated or declined in the
eighteenth century, while production in the rural hinterland increased. The
number of looms in rural Vieuxbourg doubled from 4,976 to 8,868 between
1730 and 17927 but decreased in Ghent from 400 to 300 beiween 1700 and 1780
{Figure 1). Although Ghent was declining as a center of manufacturing, it was
becoming a more important commercial center. The number of pieces brought
to the Ghent market doubled between 1700 and 1780 (Figure 2), and while
there were only 39 linen manufacturers in the city in 1792, there were 69
merchanis who deall primarily in goods produced in the countryside.® The
growth of rural industry is also attested in the probate inventories {staten van
goed). They show a steady increase in the percentage of households that owned
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Figure 1: Looms in Ghent
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Figure 2: Pieces Brought to Market in Ghent
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Table 1. Incidence of Spinning Wheels and Handlooms in Lede and Erivelde

1656—1705"  1706-1755  1756-1795

Number of lnventories

Lede 259 378 439

Ertvelde 292 237 221
Percentage with Spinning Wheels

Lede 68 a0 a0

Ertvelde 77 77 85
Percentage with Handlooms

Lede 43 48 50

Ertvelde 31 30 47

Percentage with Spinning Wheels
and Handlooms
Lede 33 39 41
Ertvelde 23 25 42
Percentage with Spinning Wheels
or Handlooms
Lede 83 S0 91
Ertvelde 85 8l 90

® Ertvelde, 1642-1705
Sources: ]. de Brouwer, Geschiedents van Lede (Lede, 1963}, p. 246 ; A, de Vos, Geschiedenis van Ertvelde
(Ertvelde, 1971), p. 456.

looms or spinning wheels in the eighteenth century.* By the end of that period,
that proportion had become very high indeed (Table 1), reaching 90 percent in
some cases, The proportion of households that owned a loom or a spinning
wheel was much higher than the proportion of heads of households who were
classified as weavers or spinners in the census.® This reflects the extent to which
the linen industry provided an income supplement.

The value of the annual output of linen cloth in the first vears of the
nineteenth century amounted to 25.7 million francs. In East Flanders the value
of the production of linen cloth was roughly equivalent to one-half of the value
of the potato harvest, or one-third of the value of the harvest of all cereals.® Only
a fraction of this linen cloth was consumed regionally. It was estimated in the
department of West Flanders that local consumption amounted to 16 percent
(1.2 million for a production of 7.3 million fran¢s).” Only the production from
the area of Courtrai and from southern Flanders was exported to France, and
the principal market for the rest of the Flemish linen industry during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was Spain and her American colonies.®
The presilias were used for packing coffee and indigo, the rabantes were used for
the clothing of negro slaves, for packing, and for draperies, and the striped and
checkered cloth(teiles rayees and foiles & carreaux) were used in making mattresses,
drapes, and clothing for negro slaves.?

In the Spanish and Spanish-American market. Flanders competed with
other large and growing European exporters. The Irish, Scots, Bretons, Dutch,
Saxons, Silesians, and Russians were striving to improve their position, and,
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judging from the production and trade statistics, were successful’® Flanders
thus had a significant place in the world market but essentially remained a
price-taker: it was faced with an elastic demand for its linens at a world price it
could not affect. On the contrary, the prosperity of its merchants, farmers, wage
laborers, and landlords was affected by the world price, and many con-
temporaries were quite aware of this.!!

The income of a large part of the Flemish population, particularly the
peasantry, had thus come to depend on the vagaries of international irade. For
many — probably meost — of the peasants in question, working in the linen
industry was a part-time activity, The weavers and spinners took up their
instruments only at times when agriculture did not demand their labor.
Essentially, weaving and spinning were winter activities. In a full working day
(5 am. to B e.M.), 5to 6 els, that is, about 4 to 5 yards, of average quality linen
cloth could be woven.'? Thusit took 12 to 15 days of full-time work to weave one
standard “‘piece” of 75 els (about 60 yards). On the basis of the census of 1792,
12 pieces of linen were calculated as the average output of an operating loom in
the industrial villages near Ghent,'* which means that the weavers worked an
equivalent of 140 to 200 days per year.

According to the same source, each loom occupred one weaver, four spinners,
and one and one-half other auxiliary workers, who could be children. In a
household of this size and composition {a self-contained production unit}, 5 els
of linen could be obtained by working full time for one day. For this quantity,
3.75 pounds of flax were needed. Unless a peasant spinner grew it himself, the
flax cost him 26 groten in the market at the middle of the century, while the final
product {3 els of ordinary linen cloth} had a sales price of 60 groten. A full day’s
work [or a five-person household could thus bring an income of 34 groten. This
sum was very low, even compared with the average wage of unskilled workers,
which was 20 groten per day in the winter, The daily income of a five-person
household engaged in linen work was thus less than the wage of two unskilled
workers.'* The family probably persisted in producing linen because it could
not earn more elsewhere, As we shall see, winter wage employment was very
hard to find, and a family needed cash to supplement the insufficient food that
could be extracted from the land it rented. In this sense, the colonial linen trade
served as a vent for a surplus resource which, in Flanders, was a seasonal labor
surplus,'®

Most of the labor force engaged in the linen trade was of the kind described
above: family labor with very low opportunity cost. But there were also landless
wage workers and servants involved in the industry and receiving income from
it. These were not usually employed directly by a merchant-manufacturer
since, in Flanders, the peasants owned their tools until the nineteenth century,
and merchants were therefore not directly engaged in production. Rather,
these laborers worked during the dead season for cloth-working peasant families
that, owing to their size or composition, did not possess the correct mix of labor
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inputs. The wages they could earn in this way were always comparatively low.
In 1765, they amounted to four-fifths of the winter wages of other unskilled
rural workers.’® In 1800, the wages of a full-time adult weaver were 0.94 francs
per day in the countryside, and 1.26 francs in the city, compared to 1.36 for the
urban tailor and 1.8 for a mason.!” The alternative to low-paying winter
weaving was unemployment, which was heavyin Flanders (and with which the
numerous urban charitable institutions were unable to cope}. Fifteen percent of
the population of Ghent was on reliefin 1772, when the government opened the
first ‘modern’ European prison, a thick-walled workshop where the inmates
paid for their upkeep by working linen, Fourteen years later {1786), 20 percent
were on relief in Ghent (9,480 out of about 45,000}, For East Flanders, 57,000
persons were said to be on relief in 1801 in a population of 600,000.'®

Poverty and unemployment thus coexisted with the form of industrial growth
described above. This was not because industry produced impoverishment.
Rather it appears on first analysis that an already impoverished population was
forced to turn to industrial by-occupations to save themselves from destitution,
In 1733 an observer wrote of Wasquehall, South Flanders, that the inhabitants
were becoming *too numerous for all to apply themselves to agriculture; three-
quarters of the inhabitants of the countryside are now occupied in manufactur-
ing, with which they can pay their taxes and maintain their families, who would
be reduced to mendicity without this help,® The relationship between
agriculture and industry was more complex, however, than is implied by this
statement. As we shall see, agricultural technology in fact permitted some
degree of labor intensification. But before one can attempt to analyze the
relationships between this industrial growth and the agricultural sector, the
spatial distribution of the linen industry must be examined (see Figure 3).

The linen industry of Flanders was confined to the interior of the region; it
was bounded on the west by the maritime strip along the English Channel. For
instance, the area (Métier) of Furnes near the coast had 4,532 persons in the
labor force in 1697, only 70 of whom (1.5 percent) were engaged in the textile
industry. A century later {1796} there were still only 5.0 percent.® Indeed, the
hinterland of Furnes {and Y pres} had shed its old woolen industry by the end of
the seventeenth century, almost precisely when other areas of Flanders were
acquiring international significance in linen production.?!

The industrial interior was bounded on the east by the flaxgrowing Pays de
Waas and the hinterland of Termonde, with their markets in Saint-Nicholas,
Lokeren, and Termonde. “The Pays de Waas and the area of Termonde do not
have a large linen manufacture. The thousand to fifteen hundred looms there
do not merit much consideration when in a single village of the Chatellenies of
Vieuxbourg, Alost, Courtrai or Audenarde, there are more than a thousand.™?
A number of spinners and only a few weavers worked there; but the flax harvest
was large, larger than the quantities consumed domestically by the linen
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industry Indeed, a handsome surplus of more than one-fourth of the total
output was sent abroad in normal years.”® This commercial flax production
was supplemented by the limited amount that peasants could grow on their
own, and by the production that originated in the maritime areas.™

Finally, the degree of industrialization in the southeast of Flanders,
particularly the area immediately east of Audenarde, is difficult to ascertain.
The proportion of weavers in the labor force appears to have fallen in the second
half of the eighteenth century, but there is some doubt as to the quality of the
data used by De Rammelaere in establishing this fact.®

To summarize, the linen industry was located in the interior, Tts labor was
local, its raw materials mainly came from the northeast {Pays de Termonde and
Pays de Waas). It must nevertheless be remembered that every village of the
industrial area did not have a large number of weavers. One can easily find in
the local censuses of the Revolutionary period areas where two almost
contigucus villages had entirely different occupational structures. For example,
the village of Balegem southeast of Ghent had as many weaving household
heads as there were farmers, while neighboring Lemberge did not shelter a single
weaver or spinner.?¢

Land and Labor in Maritime Flanders

There is a counterpart to the spatial distribution of industry in the spatial
organization of Flemish agriculture. The lack of rural industrial development
in the maritime strip was related to the development there of a commercial
agriculture with large, up-to-date farms and a scattered and sparse population,
This is in contrast to the agriculture and settlement pattern of the interior,
which was marked by subsistence peasant agriculture, small farms, and a very
dense population.

Maritime Flanders is a strip of polders (land reclaimed from the sea and
below sea level), bordered by a fringe of dunes that extends from Artois through
Zealand-Flanders to the Scheldt. Tts soil, reclaimed between the ninth and
nineteenth centuries, consists of a layer of heavy loam resting on a sandy
foundation in the subsoil. In contrast to the rest of Flanders, it is extremely
fertile and able to support soil-exhausting crops. Its dense fabric, however,
requires very sturdy, heavy, and costly ploughs and other implements pulled by
teams of horses. The nature of the soil thus required a large amount of fixed
capital?”” This region, not surprisingly, was one of large capitalistic farms, a
region of grande culture (Table 2}. It produced wheat, butter, and cheese for sale
in foreign as well as domestic markets. Some of the land in the dunes or along
the dikes and highways, however, was fragmented and owned or rented by
peasants and part-time agricultural workers, In contrast to the rest of Flanders,
a large proportion of the scil was held by successful farmers, who employed a
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Tabile 2. Size of Farms, Polder Area, Metier of Furnes, 1697

Hectares Number of Farms Percent of Farms
20 and above 14 28.6
15-19 5 10.2
10—-14 13 26.5

5-9 14 28.6
Less than 5 3 6.1
Total 49 100.0

Source; D. Dalle, ‘De bevolkstelling van 1697 in Veurne-Ambacht en de evolutie van het Veurnse
bevolkingscijfer in de 1 7e eeuw’, Handeligen van ket Genooischap voor Geschiedenis, Soctete & Emulation,
te Brugge 90 (195%), 97130,

large number of agricultural laborers or servants, or both. Almost 38 percent of
the labor force was classified as wage workers in 1697 in the métier of Furnes.?®
It was an agrarian structure similar to the English style.

Maritime Flanders was never as densely settled as the rest of the region. The
maritime section of the department of Escaut {Zealand-Flanders) had a density
of 53 persons per square kilometer in 1800, compared to 191 in the rest of the
department.®® The maritime arrondissement of Dunkirk had a density of 117 at
about the same date, while the area around Lille in the interior had 27230
Similarly, maritime Furnes had 71, but Courtrai in the interior had 200.#! The
population density of the whole region was high (West Flanders, 115; Nord,
141; East Flanders, 163 ; as opposed to England and Wales, 45; France, 50; the
Netherlands, 60; Belgium, 88}, but the aggregate statistics conceal the marked
contrast between maritime and interior Flanders. The density was extreme in
the interior, and there was a marked internal differentiation of high- and low-
density zones. As a consequence of the sparse local population, the large farms
depended on migrant labor to meet the seasonal needs of agriculture. Wages in
the maritime areas werereputed to be higher than in the rest of Flanders, as one
would expect under such conditions.*? In the maritime region, however, there
was little permanent immigration of surplus labor from the rest of the country;
in fact, there is evidence of measures taken by the local authorities to prevent
this from happening.*?

The population growth of villages in the maritime region was generally
slower in the eighteenth century than in interior villages. In sample areas taken
from the maritime region of Furnes, population only increased from 6,600 to
9,600 persons between 1700 and 1800.2* In other areas the population
completely stagnated, while villages a few miles away, situated in the sandy
zone, experienced rapid growth, A prefect once wrote that the death rate was
higher in the very low and humid areas of the polders, where the climate tended
1o be unhealthy.** But other literary evidence links the slow population growth
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to late marriages and widespread celibacy. The marriage and migration
patterns are related to the persistence of large commercial farms.?® Since it
would have been uneconomical to divide them, because the soil required heavy
ploughs that were only practical on large plots,¥ the farms remained
unfragmented and all the farmers’ sons could not become farmers in turn. They
had to enter into other occupations or migrate. Little is known about
emigration, but it is my hypaothesis that it differed in the maritime regions from
the experience of the interior, where no such curbs to fragmentation existed.

Land and Labor in the Interior

The interior of Flanders experienced a comparatively high average population
growth rate in the eighteenth century. In spite of very slow growth in the first
two or three decades, the population doubled by the end of the century. (The
population of England and Wales only increased by 55 percent, that of Holland
by 10 percent.) The population density of the Flemish interior was compara-
tively high in 1700 — it had already been high in the Middle Ages in comparison
with the rest of Europe — and the trends in the eighteenth century only served to
increase the contrast. It has already been noted above that, on first analysis,
demographic pressure directly promoted rural industrialization. This is
supparted by the fact that those sections of the countryside where population
growth was curbed did not industrialize. But it is premature to speak of
demographic ‘pressure’ until one has learned more about the agricultural
réesponse to population changes.

First, the rapid population increase created incentives both to clear new land
and to reduce the amount of fallow. The former seems to have been undertaken
by bankers, financiers, the nobility, and church landowners.? It is impossible
to say how much of this took place in the course of the eighteenth century. We
do know that toward the end of this period, woods, marshes, and heaths added
up to approximately one seventh of the total surface of the department of East
Flanders,* and a later inquiry expressed pessimism about the possibility of
further reclamation.*® The possibilities of reducing the amount of fallow land
had been almost exhausted, too; a famous trait of Flemish agriculture, which
impressed foreign visitors so much in this period, was farming without fallow.*'
Instead, farmers used long and complex rotation sequences, including an
occasional year under clover, and made use of various types of manure
purchased at the market, such as the refuse from gin distilleries.

Besides expanding the total area under cultivation, the number of farms
increased in the interior, particularly among the smallest sizes (Table 3). The
village of Lede, east of Ghent, approximately doubled its population between
1701 and 1791 (from ca. 1300 10 ca. 2600 persons), but the number of its
smallest farms more than doubled. The same was true of neighbouring
Saint-Gilles (Table 4). It is possible both that small tenures were further divided,
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Table 3. Size of Farms, Lede

Hectares Number
1695 1701 1751 1791
20 and above 4 5 4 3
10-19 20 23 11 5
5-9 15 23 28 43
2—-4.9 85 88 120 120
1-1.9 73 82 122 131
0.3-09 86 74 76 121
less than 0.3 130 52 89 169

Total 350 345 450 472

Source: J. de Brouwer, Geschiedents van Lede (Lede, 1963), p. 219.

Table 4. Size of Farms, Saint-Gilies

Hectares Number
1691 1797
15 and above 5 4
i6-14 2] i}
5-9 38 45
-4 95 180
0.6-0.9 12 21
less than 0.6 19 105
Tuotal 190 360

Source: M, Bovyn, St-Giltis bj Dendermonde in 1571 1800 (Ghent, 1958).

and that some large blocks were split up by their owners. {In Tables 3 and 4,
note the decrease in farms above 10 hectares.}!?

It would appear that population growth was directly responsible for the
fragmentation, but this relationship was in fact mediated by the land tenure
system. Tenancy was more common than proprietorship among small as well as
large farms, both in the interior of Flanders and in the maritime region. In
Meigem, for instance, of the 111 holdings counted in 1765, 79 were held in
tenancy, 11 were owned by their occupiers, and 21 were mixed. Of the 11 that
were held in proprietorship entirely, none was larger than 4 hectares, while all
of the 6 farms that were larger than 25 hectares were farmed by tenants.
Tenancy was thus the usual form of land tenure, and the more soc among the
larger farms.*® The same was true in the maritime area.** The exception to this
Flemish pattern was found along the eastern border of the interior, where
peasant proprietorship was predominant.

In Lede, which belonged to this area, of the 350 holdings counted in 1695, 63
were held in tenancy, 253 were owned by their occupiers, while the others were
mixed.*® The eastern boundary of the area of proprictorship has been mapped
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by Paul Deprez, but his source was not indicated .*® It shows the Pays de Waas,
the Pays de Termonde, and the Pays d’Alost to the south of Audenarde as the
areas of ownership. Much of this area of peasant proprietorship does not seem to
have been heavily industrialized, but the tantalizing correlation hreaks down
when one remembers that the Pays d’Alost (where Lede is located) had many
weavers and spinners,

But the Pays d’Alost differed in one other respect — it was the only area of
Flanders where open fields still prevailed. The fields were divided there into
minuscule strips, sometimes no larger than 30 by 300 feet”” (about one-tenth of
a hectare). Infact, in Lede there were 27 ‘farms’ in 169%, 28in 1701, 46 in 1751,
and 106 in 1791 that were smaller than one-thirteenth of one hectare.*® Within
the same Pays, however, there coexisted large blocks of land tilled by wealthy
farmers.

The causes for such differences in both the gwnership and lavout of land
prohably could not be found in soil conditions. They lay, rather, in the
conditions and period of initial settlement in the Middle Ages*

The numher of peasant proprietors may have increased slightly in the course
of the eighteenth century®® Some writers have, in fact, explained the
astounding increase in land prices by attributing it to the peasants’ strong taste
for proprietorship, even if their purchases were accompanied by great
indebtedness, made possible by the development of a mortgage system.®
Although peasant demand undoubtedly helped drive up the price of land, there
were other reasons as well. Much of the land in Flemish villages was owned by
landlords from neighboring cities. Jan Frans Hopsomer, a bourgeois of Ghent,
owned one-fifth of the surface of Meigem.®* Jacobus F. Maelcamp, another
Gentenaar, was worth 70,000 gulden in real property at the time of his second
marriage, and his possessions were spread over thirty-four different localities in
Flanders. His rental income was estimated at 6654 gulden®® for a rate of return
of 9.5 percent at the time of his death in 1741.

Such handsome returns on land did not persist. As is shown in Table 5, the
price of land increased much faster than land rents in the interior, driving down
the rate of return to 1.5 percent in the 1780s. Mortgage rates fel! continuously
from an average of 6 percent at the beginning of the eighteenth century to 4.5
percent toward the end.®* If the principal source of the increase in land prices
had been peasant demand, one would have expected mortgage rates to rise as
well, because peasants were presumably the ones who had to horrow in arder to
purchase land. But in reality they fell. This suggests that the supply of loanable
funds increased faster than the demand for them from the so-called land-
hungry peasantry. This in turn suggests that the urban merchants, manufac-
turers, and magistrates who injected money in the mortgage market were
also responsible for most of the increase in land prices.

Why did these land purchasers allow the rate of return on their landed
investment 1o fall so low, lower even than what they could earn on mortgages?
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Table 5. Prices, Rent, and Population

1690-99  1700-09  1730-39  1750-59  1780-89

Inierior
1} Price of Land 1.26 (REA] 1.34 2.57 10.22
21 Rent of Land 0.69 1.00 1.02 1.02 2.51
3] Rate of Return 3,69, 6.6%, 5.09, 2.6% 1.5%;
on Land
4] Price of Rye 1.67 L.0O 0.78 0.85 110
5) Price ol Linens 1.13 1.00 0.79 1.28 1.96
6) Population n.a. 1.00 1.16 n.a, L.67
Maritime Area
7) Rent of Land 1.11 1.00 1.50 1.07 1.89
8) Price of Wheat 1.32 1.00 0.76 0.91 1.19
9 Population n.a. 1.00 1.01 n.a, 1.30
Sources:

i) Land prices from the area of Nevele; Paul Deprez, ‘De boeren in de 16", 17%, en 18°
eceuw’, in J. L. Broeckx et afl., Flondrie Nostra (Anwwerp, 1957), Vol 1, 144, Base
1700-1709 = 100,

2) Land rents from the same as (1); #bid., p. 147. Church and poor administration property.

3} Rent-~price, from the data for (i} and (2}

47 Ghent mercurigle. Base 1699- 1708 = 100¢, 1709 being extracrdinarily high, in Charles
Verlinden et al., Dok ten voor de geschiedenis van prijzen en lomen in Visandeven en Brabant,
XVE—XVHI ezuwr (Bruges, 1959}, pp. 64-65.

5) Linen prices in Spain deflated by the Spanish{Flemish silver price ratio, in Earl J. Hamilton,

War and Prices in Spain, 1631- 1800, (Cambridge, Mass., 1947), pp. 34, 33, 77, 233f,, and

Verlinden, Dokimenten, p. 21,

Sample taken from villages in the neighbourhood of Ghent. Source: Franklin Mendels,

‘Industrialization and Population Pressure in Eighteenth-Century Flanders,” Ph.D.

dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1969, p. 144, 16961705, 1716-1745, and 1786—-1795.

Rent from the polder village of Slijpe. Church and poor administration property. Base

1700-1709 = 100. Verlinden, Dofumenten, pp. 237-38.

Wheal is a more representative product than rye in the polders. Mercuriale of Newport. Base

1699—1708 = 100. Verlinden, Dokumenten, pp. 671

Sample taken from ten villages in the neighborhood of Furnes by D. Dalle, De bevolking van

Veurne-Ambecht inde 17° eeurn, Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke Viaamse Academie voor de

Letteren, Wetenschappen en Schune Kunsten van Belgié 49 (Brussels, 1963), 2425, 227.

Years: 1693, 1704, 1735, 1794,

=
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The reason was that this form of investment paid non-monetary dividends in
the form of security and prestige. Land rents also increased, although less than
land prices. The fact that they increased faster than foad prices, however, could
be explained by a combination of an increase in population, land-saving
agricultural changes, the development of the linen industry, and land
fragmentation. Finally, land rents did not increase as fast in the maritime area
as in the interior because of a slower population increase, fewer land-saving
agricultural changes, the lack of development of a rural industry, and barriers
to land fragmentation.

The rapid fragmentation of the land could have been induced by the
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prevalence of an egalitarian system of inheritance customs.®* However, the
latter probably had more effect on transfers of land titles among absentee
owners than on their tenants. It is often forgotten that the legal rules of
inheritance deal with the ownership of real property and not its rental, and that
therefore they should not be expected 1o affect the subdivision of the land in an
area of tenancy if the owners live away from the villages. It is true that, in one of
the rare concrete descriptions of Flemish succession practices, subdivision of the
land among the offspring when the parents are deceased is mentioned.®® A
contrast 1s noted between the polder areas, where such practices never occur,
and the interior, where they do. The study in question deals, however, with the
Pays de Waas, which is precisely an area of ownership. If, therefore, the old
Flemish inheritance customs could have had an effect on the evolution of the
countryside, it would have been in the eastern border, where peasant ownership
predominated.

Elsewhere, that is in most of Flanders, economic-demographic rather than
legal causes must be sought. Fragmentation was ultimately caused by
population growth, but it came about through the response of landlords
to the price mechanism. The fragmentation of the land was a market
phenomenon — the result of the fact that higher unit rents could be drawn from
smallholdings than from the large ones in the interior.”

Small self-contained family units with no wage labor only sought to
maximize cutput, even if the marginal productivity of labor was thereby driven
to very low levels.®® When marginal productivity fell low encugh, mostly in the
winter, they started their seasonal textile gccupation. Large holdings, on the
other hand, required wage labor, and would not continue operating to the
point where the marginal productivity of labor was lower than the set wage.
Qutput per hectare on large holdings was therefore lower and commanded
lower unit rents as well, as shown in Table 6.

Although the interior of Flanders stands out as an area of great fragmen-
tation, the statistics show that many large plots remained in commercial
operation, and must have been able to generate surpluses. If we follow the
productivity and diet estimates made by the Prefect Faipoult and recently by
Vandenbroeke, it would seem that two-thirds of one hectare were sufficient to
feed a family of five on the diet that prevailed at the end of the eighteenth
century.®® If this was so, one farm family in four in Meigem, one in three in
Saint-Gilles, and one in two in Lede, would have had to purchase food at the
market. These numbers represent mrimum estimates of the proportion of farms
that needed supplementary, nonagricultural sources of income, for one must
add rent and taxes to the minimum subsistence requirement. In fact, the
probate inventories for Lede show that in the period 1786—1795, 83 percent of
households had spinning wheels or looms ¢

Another response that can be related in many ways to the growth of
population, to the spread of industry, and to the fragmentation of the land is the
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Table €. Relation of Rent to Farm §ize®?

Total Rent {groten)

Farm Size

Parish (roeden) 1731 1743
Landegem 33 24 72
id. 36 9 7

id. 37 12 16

id. 37 36 16

id. 40 26 96

id. 40 14 96

id. 50 21 21

id. 75 140 162
Meigem 100 37 n.a.
Landegem 150 72 74
id. 150 192 192
Meigem 150 24 n.a.
Landegem 150 96 108
id. 150 180 126

id. 160 180 180

id. 200 168 192

id. 200 96 96
,Meigem 300 48 n.a.
id. 400 162 ..
Landegem 400 200 246
id. 450 120 120

id. 1350 12 76

1 roede = 0.00147 hecrares

Data source : Paul Deprez, ‘Pachiprijzen in het Land van Nevele (17 en 18° ecuw)’, in Dofumenten,
1, 1814

Correlations between rent per roede and farm size:

1731: R =.39 ({signif. 95%,) Sample size: 22 cases

1743: R =42 ({(signil. 90%,) Sample size: 18 cases

progressive diffusion of the potato in the course of the century. It first appeared
near Bruges in 1709, and spread rapidly to the small farms of the interior ;5 but
there was little or no trade in potatoes until much later. The peasants grew this
crop for their own consumption as an inferior substitute for rye, which could
then be sold in the market for the cash they needed to pay their rising rents. In
1801, about 14.5 percent of the surface planted with food crops in East Flanders
was given to potatoes. {According toa recent article, this figure would represent
the maximum ever reached there.¥ In Fianders, as in many other European
regions, the potato played an important role in changing the balance between
population and the means of subsistence, for the weight yield per hectare of a
potate crop was ten times larger than that of land planted with bread cereals. It
is easy to exaggerate this development, however. The nutritive value of potatoes
is five times smaller than that of rye or wheat for a given weight. Assuming no
change in caloric consumption per capita and neo increase in the land effectively
under cultivation, we may estimate that the population increase allowed by the
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substitution of potatoes for rye and wheat would have been not more than 14.5
percent® in the eighteenth century.

In reality, the population of Flanders almost doubled in that century and,
furthermore, toward the middle of this period the region hecame a net food
exporter for the first time since the Middle Ages®® Moreover, a considerable
amount of grains went into non-human consumption: rye, barley, hops, and
oats were used to feed animals and to supply the breweries and genever
distilleries. So even though Flanders was already very advanced in its
agricultural techniques in 1700, other changes must have taken place besides
the spread of the potato. Knowledge of improved rotation cycles probably
spread, In the village of Lede for example, only 3.6 percent of the probate
inventories from the early seventeenth century mention clover on the field. This
grew to 56.8 percent in the late seventeenth century, and peaked at 84.8 percent
in the late eighteenth centurv.® The surplus of food that was produced by
Flanders ahove domestic human consumption did not entirely originate in the
maritime area. The calculations in the Appendix lead 1o the conclusion that the
maritime area of East Flanders produced a theoretical surplus which was equal
to 78.6 percent of total output, The theoretical surplus from the interior was
26.5 percent. Although the relative sizes of these surpluses cannot be checked
against independent evidence, their sum {36%,) can and seems realistic.*” It
might seemn paradoxical that the interior of Flanders could generate a food
surplus, although much evidence points to population pressure in this region.
But the surplus most probably originated from the large capitalistic farms that
coexisted with the smallholdings. Furthermore, some of it may even have come
from peasant farms, in spite of the fragmentation taking place at the time. The
existence of a surplus is not incompatible with other evidence pointing to low
standards of living, nor is impoverishment impossible in the midst of
agricultural progress and industrial expansion ®® The engine of this growth was
the pressure of rising debts and rents, which ultimately can be traced back to
demographic pressure, mediated by the existing system of land ownership and
distribution,

The progress of agriculture and the growth of industry can be related in one
more way. [nnovations in Flemish agriculture had both a labor-using and a
seasonal bias. It was noted by a contemporary that on one acre of a Flemish
farm, wheat demanded 25 man-days of work, while rye required 21 man-days.
But the potato patch required 77 man-days per acre, of which 50 were needed
for the deep digging and repeated ploughing necessary to cultivate this crop.
When flax was grown, the requirement was 82 man-days for pulling the
weeds *® While the new crops undoubtedly increased employment per acre,
thereby facilitating the reduction of the size of family farms, they also reinforced
the seasonal peaks of employment and accentuated the winter slack.

Flax cultivation alse had high seasonal labor peaks, since weeding and
harvesting required a large number of workers within a few days. A flax stalk
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that has become ripe very quickly becomes over-ripe, resulting in a consider-
able deterioration in the quality of the fiber. In the eighteenth century 12 to 15
adult warkers could harvest one hectare of flax in one day. The flax crop
covered [4,000 hectares of land in East Flanders alone, requiring 170,000 to
210,000 man-days of labor within a very few days of the calendar.’® As other
crops came to maturity and competed for the same labor in the same season,
there was a shortage of labor at certain times of the year. For big farmers this
was a reason to hire servants and laborers on half-year contracts, long before the
peak season, to insure their harvest labor.

In summary, during the eighteenth century, the aggregate amount of land
under cultivation did not keep up with the increase in the number of farm
househelds. Households of roughly constant size had to live on holdings of
diminishing dimensions. This was made possible by the increased output per
acre and rising labor intensity. Labor intensity did not rise evenly across the
annual cycle, however, and this provided periods of slack during which
nonagricultural activities, above all the linen industry, could be carried out.

Summary and Conclusion

The economic history of Flanders from the late seventeenth to the late
eighteenth century adequately fits what I have called elsewhere a phase of
‘proto-industrialization’ — a period of rural industrialization with simultaneous
bifurcation between areas of subsistence farming with cottage industry and
areas of commercial farming without ic.”

The linen industry was only a by-occupation for the Flemish countryside, a
subsidiary income for an essentially agricultural population. Yet it is striking
how much the story ofits organization and growth is intimarely connected with
other aspects of the agrarian economy in the eighteenth century. I have tried to
show that its spread resulted from forces that can be traced back ultimately to
population pressure. Rural industry, like the diffusion of the potato and of new
agricultural techniques, permitred the multiplication of people on the land
through the fragmentation of farms, Without it, such a rate of natural increase
of population as was experienced in Flanders would have necessitated
emigration to cities or other regions.

But this is only one side of the coin, for the rate of natural increase ol the
Flemish population was not determined exogenously. Elsewhere I have shown
that in rural-industrial areas, improvement in the relative price of linen
produced surges in the number of marriages.”* Rural industry itself thus helped
to accelerate the rate of population growth. It not only permitted population
growth, but actively promoted it. The role of cottage industry was therefore
perverse in the sense that it perpetuated the dismal pressures that had first
induced its penetration intc the countryside. As long as an outlet was readily
found for the output of the cottage industry, this dismal high-pressure
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equilibrium remained feasible. It was destroyed in the nincteenth century,
when competition from machine-made yarn and cloth and from the new urban
cotton industry threw the Flemish rural economy and society into a dreadful
crisis.™

Appendix: Estimated Food Surplus in 1804

The surface of the pelder zone in East Flanders (at the time when this province
included Zealand Flanders) was 65,300 hectares; that of the interior, 292 400
hectares. The former had a population of 34,730 persons {1803), the latter,
358,750."* Assuming that the diet was the same for the inhabitants of both
arcas, 0.618 liter of grain per person per day and 1.3 kg. of potatoes were
consumed.’ If the net yiclds in quintals per hectare were also the same, that is,
33 for wheat, 36 for rye, and 347 for potatoes,’® a family of five needed for
subsistence 0.47 hectarcs of wheat or 0.44 hectares of rye and (.10 hectares of
potatoes.’’

Tofeed the polder zone at subsistencce level, one would therefore need to have
695 hectares planted with potatoes and 3,266 hectares with wheat {or 3,058
hectares of rye). Assuming that no rye was grown there and that wheat and
potatoes together constituted the same proportion (28.3 percent) of total land
surface as devoted to food cropsin the province as a whole, approximately 3,695
hectarcs should have been planted with potatocs (20 percent of fooderop
surface assumed) and 14,783 hectares with wheat (80 percent assumed).

The difference between the estimates of consumption needs and of crops
production is an excess of 3,000 hectares for potatoes and 12,000 for wheat.
Theorctically, the surplus as a proportion of output was therefore 78.6 percent.
In the interior 558,750 inhabitants would have nceded 11,175 hectares of
potatoes and 52,522 hectares of wheat {or 49,170 hectares of rye). It was
estimated, however, that 16,521 hectares were planted with potatoes, 17,378
hectares with wheat, and 49,229 with rye. The surplus produced here was
therefore approximately equal to the output of 22,000 hectares, or 26.5 percent.



The textile industries in Silesia and the
Rhineland: A comparative study in
industrialization

HERBERT KISCH

The gradural yet cumulative advance of West European capitalism was in large
part epitomized by the developments of its textile trades.! They were the first to
carry the seeds of economic change into the stagnant preserves of guild
conservatism, and subsequently they again proved to be the pioneers of the new
factory system. In Germany the sequence of economic change was not quite as
uniform. Each German textile district emerged as a specific case of economic
growth with contours of industrial evolution that manifested unique deviations
from the broad pattern of development, The heterogeneity of the German
lands, particularly marked before the advent of the railways, was both cause
and effect of this diversity.

The contrasting fortunes of Silesian and Rhineland textile trades are extreme
cases of this divergence. Nevertheless both these areas share certain common
features that need to be emphasized before continuing with a comparison of
their disparate ways. In both instances the textile trades assumed within the
regional economy a position of sufficient importance to render the welfare of the
local population dependent upon the prosperity of these trades. In each case the
share of exports bulked large within total output, thus exposing the two regions:
at a very early stage, to the structural and cyclical vagaries of international
trade. In both instances the textile trades antedated by centuries the industrial
revolution, providing evidence for those adjustments generally called forth
once the factory system tended to exert its dominance, within the world
economy, upon an older industrial structure. Finally, both districts in their own
way affected and were affected by the composite of German economic
development.

To render these regional differences in any way meaningful it becomes
necessary to delineate the character of the institutional setting. Only against the
background of its relevant industrial framework and social structure is it
possible to understand why the Silesian textile trades of the nineteenth century
were subjected to such difficulties while the same industry in the Rhineland was
to enjoy, with relatively minor interruptions, steady expansion.
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The Silesian textile industry, the linen manufacture in particular, merits a
special place in a study of German nineteenth-century economic development,
even though it affords no insights inte the processes of industrial evolution,
Confronted, since the second half of the eighteenth century, by the rise of
foreign competition and the appearance of cotton as a substitute product, the
linen trades relapsed into a state of helpless resignation. Advantages of a once
flourishing industry ran to waste. External economies of the past, a tradition of
skills, and availability of ancillary trades were left untapped for purposes of
development. Given its inability to adapt to changing circumstances, the
Silesian linen industry becomes a case study in economic stagnation. What was
it that made the Silesian scene so peculiar as to inhibit economic growth and
condemn its inhabitants to a state of indescribable misery?

Lujo Brentano was able to provide an interesting explanation for this
unfertunate sequence of economic change. Referring to the then {1892)
standard work on the Silesian linen industry (Alfred Zimmermann, Blithe und
Verfall des Leinengewerbes in Schlesien (Oldenburg and Leipzig: Schulzesche
Buchhandlung, 1883), Brentanc wrote thal “. . . the industrial organization of
the ordinary weavers and their plight remained unintelligible to me, as often as
I read the book, until I came upon an idea that unravelled all that had hitherto
remained mysterious: the organization of Silesia’s rural linen industry was
based upon a feudal order’ ? Apart from its importance to the present study, the
hypothesis endows this account with some topical relevance as it raises issues
that may be of interest to those who concern themselves with the problems of
underdeveloped economies,

The emergence of the Silesian linen manufacture as an industry working for
thc world market dates back to the sixtcenth century. At that time foreign
merchants entered the Silesian countryside and organized a domestic industry
in order to tap the labor scrvices of the rural population that had been spinning
and weaving on a part-time basis and mosily for its own use? These traders
deliberately bypassed thc urban crafts because the corporate fetters made the
guild artisans quite incapable of adjusting to the requirements of the new
production as demanded by the foreign markets.?

The feudal lords approved and supported the creation and subsequent
extension of local industry. As the principal estate owners, they welcomed the
more intensive utilization of local resources, particularly timber, and the
consequent rise in land values. In the same way they were to profit from the
increased capacity of their serfs to bear the burden of feudal dues as a result of
the latter’s improved employment opportunities. Above all, this new industrial
expansion meant that the lords were able to turn into cash the flax, the yarn,
and the linen which, since rimes immemorial, they had been receiving as part of
the feudal tribute.®
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In the subsequent wranglings over the extension of a rural manufacture, the
guilds and their artisans naturally opposed these industrial developments as a
threat 1o their existence, It was equally obvious that the lords (the Junkers), as
an interested party, sided with the rural crafts setiled on their estates and
influenced the Imperial government accordingly. Initially, the Habsburg
authorities also supported the rural industrialisis against the complaints of the
urban guilds. After sometime, however, they had sccond thoughts and
attempted to save the corporate system from complete collapse. By then,
however, the economic forces aided and abetted by the power of the aristocratic
landowners made such attempts quite futile.®

In the struggle waged between resident and foreign traders over the
continuance of existing trading privileges, the lords once again sided with those
disruptive of the old crder; these were the English and Dutch merchants whe
were the principal customers of the Junkers’ feudal stores. This commercial
alliance, of local landowner and foreign merchant, so important from the very
inception of the Silesian linen industry, was thus continually strengthened. In
1601 the local traders complained te the authorities that the Dutch and English
competitors were undermining their traditional privileges and thus their very
existence. The lords, bribed by the foreigners, promptly submitted a counter
petition opposing monopoly rights and extolling the benefits, including the
higher sales prices received for their products, accruing to the area from the
activities of the foreign traders and from the expansion of free trade’

Given these circumstances surrounding their origins and early history, the
Silesian linen trades reflected, in many ways, a classic pattern of colonial
penetration. CGompradores allied themselves with the local rulers in order to
open up a territory and together the two groups maobilized underemployed
resources for the so-called ‘vent of surplus’®

Industrial growth continued unabated during the early decades of the
seventeenth century. The weavers in the countryside already numbered in the
thousands, and urban artisans were supposedly leaving the cities to settle in the
rural areas where the conditions for expansion seemed more propitious, The
prosperity prevailing in the textile centers reflected the continuous expansion of
linen exports. Even the destruction and devastation of the Thirty Years’ War
interrupted only temporarily the advance of the industry, secure in its rural
setting. The post-war period enhanced this resilience by increasing the supply
of available labor, Thousands of Czech and Moravian Protestants, driven from
their homes by the Counter-Reformation, fled inte Silesia. Without means or
property, these refugees were as happy to turn to spinning and weaving as the
lords were eager to settle them on their estates in order to enlarge their sources of
feudal revenue.®

Fhis industrial labor force was also augmented by native hands, Since the
lords preferred to enlarge their own demesne by enclosure rather than by
reconstructing the holdings destroyed by the war, many a peasant was reduced
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to a landless proletarian, At best he became a cotter who was compelled to eke
out his existence by spinning and weaving.'" This development in turnled to a
reduction in labor costs which constituted the basis for the success of local
industry. Silesian linen remained unchallenged in world markets, and many
historians claimed that the late seventeenth and early eighteenth century were
the brightest periods of Silesian development.

Apart from the Junkers, the linen merchants were the main beneficiaries of
this expansion, They were able to gather the fruits of commercial progress, once
they had come to terms with the foreign factors who had previously pressed
them so hard. While traveling through Silesia early in the eighteenth century, a
German Cameralist noted that in those mountain towns resided ‘very wealthy
and distinguished merchants’ who entertained commercial relations with all
parts of the world."" The comforts of the merchants contrasted almost assharply
as the luxuries of the lords with the miserable cxistence of the rural
inhabitants.’?

Subjected to increasing pressure, the exasperated serf was driven to the verge
of mutiny, This mounting social tension manifested itself in frequent refusals on
the part of the peasants and cotiers to meet their feudal obligations. On several
occasions the disturbances erupted in violence and could enly be put down by
military force.'® These difficulties, however, did not seem to interfere with
industrial progress. Silesian linen continued to enjoy a favorable market in
Holland, England, Spain, and their respective colonies.'* Thus the local lords
could easily satisly their desire for more serfs by increasing the number of
weavers and spinners on their estates.'® Even the Austrian authorities came to
acknowledge the importance of the linen manufacture for the regional economy
and its advantage for the Imperial treasury.'®

The feudal basis of the linen trades was not affected when Silesia became part
of the Prussian kingdom in 1742. Frederick the Great pursued a policy of
industriaj encouragement which was but a continuation of the mercantilist
practices initiated by the Austrian authorities. Several hundred new colonies of
forcign spinncrs and weavers were established.'” Spinning for all rural youth
became mandatory, and special schools were opened to teach the young facility
with the spindle. Generally, new edicts and laws were promulgated by the
Prussian government to assure an increase in the supply of linen without a
deterioration in quality or a rise in price.'® Because these measures were to their
advantage, the privileged merchants and the Junkers acclaimed Frederician
policy with enthusiasm. The support of the lords was crucial, for without their
active co-operation no royal program stood any chance of success.'

Taking advantage of the growth in world commerce during the second half of
the eightcenth century, the lords and the King succeeded in their efforts at
industrial expansion. According to the first census takers in Silesia, there were
19,810 looms in use in 1748. By 1790 thc numbcr of looms stood at 28,704, with
more than 50,000 pcople working them *® Without doubt, the linen trades had
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become one of the decisive factors in the regional economy, and they were in
large part responsible for encouraging the population increase which occurred
during this period, (which was one million in 1741 and 1,747,000 in 1791).2

A shift in location accompanied the expansion of the linen trades. The usc of
timber as fuel for the bleaching of raw linen led to a deforestation in the original
centers of manufacture and therefore compelied the industry to move into the
mountains where wood was stll at hand.” This industrial relocation was a
boon to the lords who owned the scraggy land at the foot of the ‘Giant
Mountains’. Unlike elsewhere, many a landlord of hilly land carried on no
agriculture characteristic of the feudal estate. Instead he lived off the sale of
timber and from the dues and rents which the industrial population, settled on
this estate, owed him. A serf-weaver had to pay a fee for carrying on his trade,
the Weberzins. He paid a further sum as a commutation for the labor services to
be rendered and for having his children, needed as ancillary labor, exempt from
having to do service in the house and on the land of the lord. On marriage, on
death, when selling the inventory of his holding, and when remeving himself
from the domain, the serf was obligated to pay more.®

As long as industrial conditions were propitious, this feudal burden may have
been bhearable. However, despite industrial expansion, the second half of the
cighteenth century was fraught with difficulties. The fronticr changes fbllowing
the incorporation of Silesia into Prussia tore asunder a delicate network of
economic interdependence®* At the same time, English cotton fabrics made
their appearance. As a material, cotton was popular and well suited for a
tropical climate. It consequently came to encroach upon those spheres,
especially as garments for the slaves on colonial plantations, which hitherto had
been the exclusive preserve of linen.?® Moreover there developed in Northern
Ireland and Scotland, under the auspicious circumstances of a free economy, a
linen industry which was to offer serious competition to Silesian exports.2®

At home in Silesia conditions became equally pressing. The population
increase and the extension of the industry had enhanced the world rise in the
prices of foodstuffs and industrial raw materials far above the increase in the
price of linen. In the absence of any technical improvements, such a ‘scissor
movement’ was to hit the weaver hard?” Consequently, weavers and serfs
became ever more discontented with the growing pressures exerted upon them
by the lords. Throughout the 1770s and 1780s, frequent peasant revolts
occurred. When the message of 1789 spread through Europe, Silesia did not
remain immune. Apart from the weavers who rioted in the Spring of 1793, the
peasants and the city journeymen also rose in revoit.”®

During the 1790s conditions in world markets further aggravated the
economic and social situation. The increase in exports, because of the inflation,
was more apparent than rcal. The perverse relative price movements left no
margins for absorbing a temporary setback, such as occurred in 1798 when sea
warfare paralyzed the linen trade. The sombre government reports provided a
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detailed account of the difficulties suffered by the industry because of the
disturbances of war.?®

The subsequent return to peace offered no improvements. Severance from
traditional markets had only hastened the decline of the linen and linen yarn
manufacture at the expense of the Irish competition.?® The rise in food prices
during the first decade of the nineteenth century aggravated the situation as the
weavers and spinners had to buy most of their food in the market. Only the
timely appearance of the potato staved off what otherwise might have been a
famine of major proportions. The spinners in particular were condemned to
utter destitution in view of the competition of English and Scottish mechanized
spinning mills. By the 1820s the export market in this branch of the business had
cotne to a complete standstill, and English merchants were heard to comment
that Silesian yarn had become ‘unsaleable’?' Evcen the export of linen had
declined considerably, During the 1830s and 1840s the linen exports from
Silesian towns, once flourishing centers of this industry, dwindled to almost
nothing. At the same time the woolen trades faced a similar decline and offered
no alternative sphere of employment.?? Thus the misery of the local population
increased, and during the famine years of the 1840s thousands of these spinners
died from hunger®

Only the cotton trades enjoyed a secular expansion. In 1830 a local
magistrate observed that the linen manufacture was being supplanted by the
cotton industry. A census of 1849 showed that in Silesia the ratio of linen
weavers to cotton weavers was 7:12, while the number of cotton looms plied on
a full time basis was double that of those weaving hnen.?* Nevertheless, the
expanding cotton industry was not spared its full share of diffhiculties, Though
the principal outlets were within Germany, Enghish products offered serious
competition, especially throughout the deflationary decades following the end
of the Napoleonic Wars. Not even the 1818 tariff and the Jsflverein of 1834
proved to be unmixed blessings as Saxon and Rhineland products were able to
increase their competitive pressures.®®

The Silesian cotton industry could continue to hold its own only by paying
low wages to 1ts work force, particularly the weavers. Coming out of the
declining linen and woolen trades, the weavers offered themselves to cotton mill
operators in relatively large numbers, a circumstance the merchant-
manufacturers dominating the industry were not loath to exploit. The workers
in turn were rendered increasingly desperate by this misery and came to vent
their wrath upon those who seemed to them responsible for this distress.*s In
1844 the weavers of two cotton centers attacked the most hated local cotton
manufacturers as well as their factors, and destroyed their plant and inventory.
The rioting quickly spread throughout the textile districts of Silesia.
Eventually, the brute force of the military established the supremacy of the
law.”

Furthermore, the textile workers continued to be oppressed by feudal
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obligations. The all pervasiveness of feudal dominance had remained un-
impaired despite the Stein-Hardenberg Reforms {1807-1812), since the lords
had been able te shape the new ‘freedoms’ in such a way as to strengthen their
social and economic preeminence,*® Thus one might say that in the Prussia of
the first half of the nineteenth century feudalism had not been abolished, but
only modernized. Under onc pretext or another feudal tribute continued to be
levied from the local population right up to 1850.%°

Even the state taxes paid by the rural inhabitants were high in view of the
almost total exemption from all taxation of the aristocracy. According to
contemporary reports, the pauperized weaver cotter paid, throughout the
18305 and 1840s, in the form of dues, tithes, and taxes, no lcss than one third of
his annual income.*® This 1s why the Silesians were among the first in the
German lands to submerge themselves in the revolutionary tide of 1848. Once
again the weavers stood in the forefront of violent action. In this instancc, unlike
1844, they directed their anger against the feudal system and the lords who were
taking from thcm what little the manufacturer may have left them.*!

Capital accumulation within the industrial sector was most adversely
affected by these feudal pressures. The potential drives of the crafismen were
stifled. Burdened by feudal tributes and heavy taxes, they were unable to
accumulate those first few pennies that might have sparked their en-
treprencurial initiative and turned them into innovators within their trade.
More important, the extra-economic pressures characteristic of a feudal society
inhibited changes in the investment flow and thereby prevented steady
industrial pregress. The specific nature of these pressures became most
apparent during the depression at the end of the Seven Years’ Warin 1763. At
that time the price of cstates had collapsed, and the fabric of feudal society
seemed in jeopardy. Many lords were reduced to ruin, having borrowed
excessively in order to partake in the speculative mania of the preceding land
boom.* In their desperation the Silesian lords appealed 1o Frederick the Great.
They pleaded, though the claim was most dubious, that the ravages of war had
been responsible for their plight. The King heard them with sympathy and
granted them their principal demand, the establishment of a land mortgage
bank, the so-called Landschafi, meant to restore the lords’ credit standing and
channel the flow of capital once more in their direction.**

To achieve its purpose and raise the relative prefitability of the feudal estatc
against the competing alternatives of industry and trade, the new credit
institution was endowed with privileges typical of the pressures imposed upon
the market forces within this setting. For one, the Junkers alone could partake of
the facilities of this credit scheme, thus assuring them of monopsony in the
capital market. Secondly, to reduce risks and enhance the attractiveness of the
Landschaft as an investment outlet to the potential lender, particularly the local
bourgeais, the landed estates, grouped within the Landschaft collectively, were
to serve as security for all loans, The general acceptability of thesc mortgages
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was thus assured, and they circulated, in addition to cash, as part of the existing
money supply. Given these advantages, the new credit institution easily
gathered, on behalf of the Junkers, most available fundsin the area and thereby
contributed to the subsequent rise in land values.** In view of the cumulative
increase in the supply of capital offering itself to the Landschaft, the existing
mortgages enjoyed a steady capital appreciation. This in turn meant that the
rate at which the Junkers were borrowing declined threughout this period from
6 per cent in 1769 to 4 per cent in 1791+

The same non-economic pressures were evident in the labor market. On the
one hand the ever increasing exploitation of the serfs was part of the over-all
efforts to maintain and even raise the profitability of fendal agriculture. On the
other, the system of compulsion imposed by the Junkers and privileged
merchants upon the serfs, in their capacity as weavers and spinners, caused the
supply conditions of labor to be very much akin te these in the model of a
colonial labor market elaborated by Hla Myint in his recent essay.* In this
instance the existing industrial structure, based on cheap labor and in no way
reflecting ‘real costs’, was rendered a permanent and nearly unalterable feature
of the linen trades.*” Moreover, the authorities opposed all improvements since
the Junkers feared that labor saving devices would cause unemployment among
their serfs. Capital to pioneer imnovations therefore did not flow into the
industry as it might have done in a different setting. Adam Smith must have had
a case of this nature in mind when he wrote . . . Whatever obstructs the free
circulation of laber from one employment to another, obstructs those of stock
likewise ., .’

Silesian industrial conditions, especially in the linen trades, were aggravated
by the continued drain of industrial and mercantile capital into agriculture, As
soon as a merchant accumulated some capital, he invested it in mortgages of the
Landschafi. If, however, the merchant became rich, as some of the privileged
traders did during the eighteenth century, they purchased landed estates
outright. Such a propensity was understandable considering the character of
Silesian society. The rich merchants sought emancipation from their serf status
through elevation into the circle of the elite.** But apart from social and political
considerations, sound economic reasons prompted the merchants to invest in
land. For the junker estate, endowed with privileges, remained the most
profitable investment outlet throughout the second half of the eighteenth
century.

Frederick the Great was included among the vociferous critics of this
investment flow. Yet he did nothing, and probably could do nothing, to alter
the institutional setting which was responsible for this investment flow. When
criticizing Brentano for his hypothesis regarding the deterrents of feudalism and
Frederican policy upon the linen trades, Sombart argued that investment
possibilities in linen towards the end of the eighteenth century were poor, and
therefore could not have attracted new savings.*® Indeed, the relative
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profitability of the linen trades must have been low, but not, as Sombart
suggested, because of an inadequate resource pattern nor because technical
improvements were unavailable at the time for innovation. Rather, the linen
trades remained starved of capital because of the peculiar laws and customs
prevailing in Silesian industry.

Unlike in the cotton trades, the general absence of a Verlag system in the
Silesian linen trades was an index of the industry’s anemic condition. Even as
late as the 1820s the Kaufsystem, the original system of production, was very
much in evidence.®*® By then this form of economic organization, based on the
independence of those working in the trade, seemed rather primitive and
inefficient.

The best contemporary account of this system written in English came from
the pen of John Quincy Adams who toured Silesia in 1801 while United States
Minister to the Prussian Court. At first Adams noted with great satisfaction the
absence of ‘extensive manufacture’. But his enthusiasm for Silesian industry
waned once he realized the wretchedness of the working population associated
with it.*! For the Kaufsystem had become, in the last decades of the eighteenth
century, the worst of all possible worlds, As independent producers, the
weavers, had to bear risks of market fluctuations which they were in no way
capable of assuming.

At the same time the Frederican legislation regulating the linen trades
reinforced the monopsony power of the privileged merchants, while the
growing wealth of the yarn jobbers gave them a pre-eminent position in the raw
material market. Since the poor weaver usually bought his yarn on credit, and
at usurous interest rates, he had to accept whatever yarn he was given, even if it
was short of the requisite reels. Oppressed as a borrower and defrauded as a
buyer and seller, it was not surprising that the weaver resorted to defraudation
and adulteration of the product. These abuses progressively expanded to all
stages of production, however strict the rules against thems? Owverseas
customers complained more vocally of faulty production. As early as the 1780s,
a contemporary observer noted that the new Irish linen trades, developing in
freedom, could produce a material of superior quality.*?

The impact of the past upon Silesian industrialization appeared clearly in a
report published in 850 by a Commission set up by the Prussian Diet to
investigate the causes of the distress in the German linen trades. While the
report of this Commission, also meant to suggest ways for improvement,
revealed little that was startling,®* it offered some interesting insights on the
relative degree of industrial development in Germany and England. Despite
high transportation cests, the Commission found that imperted English linen
yarn was almost 10 per cent cheaper than the same yarn produced in Breslan.
The investigation also revealed that costs in general were much higher in
Germany than in England. The costs of constructing a linen yarn spinning mill
were 40 per cent higher and the differential in operating costs almost 20 per
cent.
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The reasons for this disparity were varied: 1. The higher cost of iron in
Germany; 2. Higher coal costs {in a Silesian spinning mill these costs were 2}
titnes greater than in England); 3. The greater price of capital (4 per cent in
England and 6 per cent in Germany); 4. Installation and initial utilization of
the machinery was more costly in Germany because skilled mechanics and
operatives were lacking; 5. Higher costs of steam engines, the cost per horse
power being £ 30 in England and £45 in Germany; 6. Other factory equipment,
such as water pipes, belts, cans, lamps and the like, were 20 per cent more
cxpensive. The Commission commented upon these differences with
Marshallian insight: ‘In England the procurement of all factory equipment is
cheaper because of the lower costs of the basic constituent, iron. Also, in
England almost every individual piece of equipment is manufactured in large
and specialized factories, close to the spinning mills, in a faultless and
inexpensive manner.’

Given these conditions, it was not surprising that the statistician Freiherr von
Reden during the 185305 found local capitalists unwilling to set up modern
textile mills.’* Bad transportation, the absence of social overheads, the almost
total lack of supperting industry, which Scitovsky refers to as the ‘pecuniary
external economiecs’, rendered the marginal efficiency of investment in the
textile sector very low, a state of affairs not untypical of an underdeveloped
area.®®

In many ways the Silesian linen trades corroborate the contention of a
Japanese historian that domestic industry was not always, as might be
generalized from the English case, an agent of progress; rather, where domestic
trades have been appendices of the feudal order they have had the opposite
effect.’”

I

Rhineland society, in contrast to Silesian, was not subject to such stresses and
strains. Advantageously situated at the crossroads of European trade, it had
enjoyed since early medieval times an entrepdt trade that prompted local
industry and commercial endeavor. This was particularly so because the Rhine
river and an extensive network of roads linked the Rhincland with the
contiguous Netherland economy, where in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries the emerging forces of capitalism manifested their greatest vitaliry *®
The specific gains of this geographic propinquity were: firstly, the integration of
Rhineland industry, by way of the Dutch ports, into the most buoyant part of
the world economy; secondly, mobility of labor, capital and entrepreneurship
across political borders, enhancing the movement of goods and services;
thirdly, abserption of Dutch and Belgian techniques, which gave Rhineland
industry a dynamic all its own,*®

The political fragmentation of the Rhineland economy was equally pro-
pitious for its economic advance. The various small states that dotted its
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political map were unabhle to press measures of forced industrialization as
practiced in the larger political entitics. This was all to the good, since the
majority of these mercantilist schemes proved to be abortive and led to a
misallocation of resources. The most any of those petty Rhineland potentates
could do was to create an environment of frecdom and tolerance so as to rouse
dormant initiative and, above all, attract from the outside experienced
entrepreneurs and competent workmen.®

Benefitting from the favorable circumstances, the Rhineland escaped the
depression that had setin before the Thirty Years’ War and continued to plaguc
most regions in Germany. Towns in this area expanded and prospered. The
structure of Rhineland agriculture equally reflected the development of a
money economy as it shifted from self sufficiency to production for a market.
Beginning with the fifteenth century, fcudal bends, were thus progressively
weakened as manorial estates were reduced in size and tenant holdings
consolidated and cnlarged at their expensef' These changes in agricultural
arganization in turn provided the basis for the emergence of a prosperous class
of tenants, relatively independent and forever jealous of their rights. This is a
social phenomenon of some significance, for these tenants proved to be not only
agents of agricultural progress but the nuclei of rural capital accumulation as
well. This was particularly the case once the industrial center of gravity was to
shift from the old urban centers, hemmed in by guild restrictions and other
kinds of monopoly, to the more liberal environment of the countryside ®?

This then was the unique feature of the Rhineland at the end of the
seventcenth century: while in the rest of Germany the feudal system was being
strengthened, here it increasingly disappeared. As a result, during the
eighteenth and ninetecnth centurics, the course of economic progress of the
Rhincland seemed more akin to the pattern of English and West European
development than to the type of economic growth that was to be ohserved in
most other parts of Germany

Towards the end of the eighteenth century the textile districts of this region
were hives of industrial endeavor. In Crefeld a thriving silk industry had taken
root. Drawing upon the labor of the underemployed linen weavers in the
vicinity, it was able to keep costs low and thus could successfully compete in
foreign markets. The von der Leyen, the founders of this local industry, were by
far the richest people of this region. Employing by 1790 more than 3,000
workers, many of them residing in outlying districts, the von der Leyen
produced 2 million thalers worth of goods, accounting for 90 per cent of
Crefcld’s total output.® “This place’, wrote Wilhelm von Humboldt, ‘gives an
impression totally different from all other towns in Westphalia and from most

other towns in Germany’ % while the Comte de Mirabeau observed that®. . . it
is precisely because they are unencumbered and left to run along natural
lines . . . these factories enjoy continuous prosperity’.®

Industrial progress in the Duchy of Berg, centering upon the Wupper Valley
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towns of Elberfeld and Barmen, was even more impressive. Although they
originally specialized in the manufacture of linens, the local industrialists
branched out inte the production of silks and cottens. The Duchy’s increase in
population from about 143,000 in 1730 to 260,000 in 1792 reflecied this
economic expansion.®” Where a hundred years before, according to con-
temporaries, had been hamlets and peasant holdings, there now stood densely
populated areas. “Shacks and dilapidaled houses were torn down and palaces
crealed in their places.” The Wupper Valley merchants were very wealthy,
some of them being reputed to be millionaires.®

In the 25 years following the Seven Years’ War, some localities in this area
experienced a 50 per ceni increase in the volume of manufacture. By 1790 the
Berg textile trades claimed some 30,000 workers whose rising wages prempted
Wupper Valley merchants to ‘put out’ the manulacture of cruder [abrics into
cver more distant districts, This is how, in the period 1770-1790, cotton
production was introduced into the Gladbach-Rheydt district.®®

While Aachen’s woolen trades, impeded by guild restrictions, did not share
in the secular expansion, the townships of the surrounding countryside fully
enjoyed the advantages of the Rhineland environmeni. The rise of the Montjoie
fine cloth industry, utilizing the labor of the resident artisans who had been
producing coarse cloth for a local market, was quite typical of industrial
developments in the Aachen district. Founded by Bernard Scheibler, a
Protestant immigrant, this fine cloth achieved great renown in foreign markets
during the eighteenth century. In 1787 annual production stood at 1 million
thalers, a larger output than the sum total of all production in the other cloth
manufacturing centers of the Duchies of Jillich and Berg. At the time the
Scheiblers were reputed to possess assets valued at 680,000 thalers. In the Lower
Rhine region only the von der Leyen were said to be wealthier. When asked 1o
account for Montjoie’s success, Scheibler siressed freedom [rom guild re-
strictions as the mainspring of local progress.”

On the eve of the French Revolution the Lower Rhine textile trades had
become an integral part of the *Atlantic Economy’ and fully shared the benefits
of its buoyancy. Low costs of production, making it possible to meet the
challenge of foreign competition, assured the industries of the region this
favorable position. This was essentially due to a loose social struciure which the
Rhineland textile manufacturers could casily adapt to their needs in order to
exhaust the existing potential of a cheap and plentiful labor supply.”’

During the period of the Revolutionary Wars the unique and distinct lines of
Rhineland development, in contrast to those of the other German lands, were
further accentuated as large parts of this region were incorporated into France
and thereby brought under its reformed system of government. French
occupalion policy in the Rhineland was by no means uniform in its effecis upon
all the various districts. Nor was this vacillating policy always consistent wiih
the best interests of this region. But once these qualifications have been made, it
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can safely be said that French domination provided, in its long-run effects, a
true blessing.™?

By sweeping away the last vestiges of feudalism, French administrative zeal
helped 10 accelerate the pace of economic progress. On the land the peasant’s
property rights and his general condition were improved as monastic estates
were broken up and the sale and inheritance of land freed from all limitations.
In the towns, guild and monopoly restrictions were declared null and void. All
were proclaimed equal before the law, and the jury system was made the
cornerstone of justice. Legislation pertaining to joint stock companies and the
regulation of industrial regulations clearly strengthened the position of the
entrepreneurial class. Finally, Chambers of Commerce and Industry, as
established by the French authorities, gave the merchants and manufacturers
means for active participation in public affairs commensurate with their rising
importance.”® Friedrich Engels, who, as a native of the area, was well
acquainted with local conditions, once remarked that ‘over the rest of the
German states revolutionized by the French, Rhenish Prussia has the
advantage of industry, and over the rest of the German industrial areas {Saxony
and Silesia} the advantage of the French Revolution’."

Within the economic sphere proper, incorporation of its industry into the
French market gave the Rhineland economy, including the Duchy of Berg
before 1807, a special and prompt impetus. This was particularly true of the
Imperial city of Aachen. Freed from the noxicus guild restrictions that so far
had held back its advance, the Aachen woolen industry enjoyed its close ties to
the buoyant Paris market. New techniques, including mechanized spinning
mills of the English type, were introduced. Between 1784 and 1806, the number
of employed within this textile sphere increased from 3000 to 6000.7

Rates of growth that were almost as impressive were evident in the vicinity of
Aachen. There, hetween 1800 and 1811, several woolen textile centers almost
doubled their population. The same demographic pattern manifested itself in
Crefeld, reflecting the town’s expanding silk manufacture.”® During the same
period the increase in the Berg area exports was staggering. In the Wupper
Valley and its surrounding villages more than 30,000 people worked in the
textile industries, and Joachim Murat, whom Napoleon had made Grand Duke
of the Duchy of Berg, boasted of his new principality that ‘I'industries dans men
petit pays est semblable a celle de L’Angleterre’.”” Also, the tendency of
concentrating the cotton trades in the Gladbach-Rheydt area was accelerated.
Between 1802-1803 and 1812 the population of Gladbach increased from 2304
to 6932, that of Rhevdt, between 1794 and 1814, from 277 to 35355."8

This rapid industrial expansion came to an abrupt halt with the coming of
peace. The post-war period brought havoc in the Rhineland textile districts as
the various branches of manufacture very suddenly lost their main customers in
the territory of the former Napoleonic Empire. English competition and the
post-war depression aggravated the plight. The Aachen woolen trades were
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especially hard hit, having been cut off from the Paris market upon which they
had so overwhelmingly relied. Similarly, the industries of Crefeld and the
Wupper Valley suffered from the difficulties plaguing the world economy at
that time.”®

However, many an observer of the contemporary scene stressed not the
problems facing the Rhineland economy but the intensity of local in-
dustrialization and its resilience. “The richest and most remarkable of all the
countries in the Rhineland with respect to its industrial activity’, was the
reaction of one visitor to the Wupper Valley. Another writer, who showed the
obliviousness to the needs of the working people that was characteristic of the
educated during this peried, was impressed ‘by the beehive like activity where
children from five to six years of age already earn a living”.* Even the studies of
such authorities as the Statistician Viebahn and State Secretary Kunth
conveyed the same general impression of industrial vigor.®!

Indeed, the rapidity with which the various textile trades subsequently
adapted themselves to a Prussian government by no means friendly towards
industrial endeavor and to a world economy of high tariffs was a tribute not
only to the ability of its inhabitants but also to the propitious social framewaork
which elicited such responses. In the Berg area, for example, the manufacture of
linen fabrics, which for some time had been a declining industry, disappeared
completely. Instead the manufacture of linen ribbons, lace, and cords was not
only combined but greatly expanded. Despite its protectionist policy France
soon became once more one of the Wupper Valley’s principal customers.®? In
thesame way, Crefeld’ssilk producers turned to those silken fabries, silk ribbons
and velvet in which they enjoyed the greatest comparative advantage. Even the
Aachen woolen trades that had been so closely tied to the French, particularly
the Paris market, turned from their traditional products, woolen cloth and
cashmere, to a lighter material with a pattern weave which was in great
demand by overseas customers.?®

While the cotton spinning mills, which had been established on the most
questicnable foundations during the period of the Continental System,
collapsed with the return of peace-time conditions, the situation in the cotton
weaving sector was by no means as serious. The partial loss of the French
market was quickly offset by production for German, European, and even
American customers. By [826-1828 the Gladbach district employed 10,000
workers using 6000 cotton looms. The rise in population clearly revealed its
industrial expansion. Between 1803 and 1834 the number of inhabitants in
Gladbach increased from 2304 to 8034, the corresponding figures for Rheydt
being 27533 and 50695

Slowly but surely the technical innovations already in use in England and
neighboring Belgium were being abscrbed by Rhineland industry. The
increasing importance of the American market as a customer for the Rhineland
textile wares, particularly marked since the 1830s, accelerated this trend.3* The
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rapidly expanding American market provided the larger manufaciurers with
the opportunities of reaping huge profits with which to finance the construction
of large establishments and the introduction of up-to-date techniques 2

In the Aachen of the 1830s and 1840s a high degree of concentration became
a prominent feature of the local woolen trade.® The average size of the cloth
mill continued to grow as the ancillary branches of manufacture were being
integrated into the production process of the new cloth spinning mills whose tall
chimneys came to dominate the landscape as much as the local economy 88
Technical innovations were equally forthcoming in the Gladbach cotton
industry as the newly opened railways widened the market and reduced the
costs of raw material imports, particularly fuel. By the late 1840s this district
possessed 16 cotton mills, three of which were steam driven. At the same time,
large cotton mills were being sct up in the Berg area. This tendency towards
mechanization was indispensable; without it the Rhineland cotton trades
would have been unable to survive *. . . the competitive struggle waged against
them’, as Marx put it with reference to the older European natiens, ‘by the
English both on the home as well as on the world market’#

A positive response to many challenges remained a characteristic of the
Rhineland textile industry. When, upon the formation of the Jolfverein, Saxon
cottons came to press the products of Gladbach, the manufacturers in the latter
area turned from the making of stripes and bedding to the manufacture of
cotton materials for men’s coats, trousers, and vests.”® Prompted by similar
considerations, the Elberfeld-Barmen manufacturers turned to the production
of fashion articles, mostly imitations of French goods, for which in the next half
century these Wupper Valley towns were to become famous.®' Henceforth, the
Rhineland textile trades, including the silk industry of the Crefeld area,
concentrated upoen those goods requiring especially skilled labor in order to
compete successfully against the cheap labor of Saxony and the more highly
mechanized production of England.®? Such resourcefulness in turn enabled the
Rhineland manufacturers, particularly the larger ones, to overcome the serious
though temporary difficulties created by the depression of the 1840s.

Despite secular expansion, social conditions in the textile trades remained
dismal throughout the first half of the nineteenth century, particularly in the
period 1815-1850. In the crowded working-class quarters of the industrial
towns, filth, disease, and vice were rampant. Exposed to continuous pressures,
the wage earners and artisans were the victims of all the malpractices well
known to a period of incipient industrialization®® Yet it is not always
appreciated that these abuses were part and parcel of the prevailing order. The
very vitality and resilience of the Rhineland textile trades in large part
depended upon their ability to utilize the human factor of production to an
extent that was at times inconsistent with the maintenance of its long run
supply. The entrepreneur took so ‘short run’ a view of his principal factor of
production not only because the emphasis on quick gain was typical of carly
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periods of capitalist development, but also because he was assured of being able
to tap secemingly incxhaustible, fresh labor supplies in the neighboring
countryside.

The brutal treatment which the workers suffered at the hands of their
employers was to manifest itself in mounting class antagonism. Conflict not
eschewing force loomed large in the sphere of industrial relations. This was to be
fatal to the whole course of the 1848—1849 Revolution in Germany, for the
bourgeoisic that was destined to lead the struggie for a democratic statc became
quickly frightened by the menacing tone of the working class clamoring for
social rights. The Rhineland merchants and industrialists in particular stood
horrified by the forces that had been unleashed by the Revolution. Preoccupied
with safeguarding their property, these large businessmen and manufacturers
became increasingly willing to come to terms with absolutist anthorities which
they were supposed to overthrow ®?

When eventually autocracy triumphed and the Junkers and their army re-
established law and order, the rich as well as the petty bourgeoisie once again
felt sufficiently secure to pursue their commercial endeavors. From then on, the
middle class was ‘to postpone indefinitely’ according to Hans Rosenberg, ‘any
claims upon direct political power’,** and Marx wrote that henceforth . . . [the
bourgeoisie was] thrown back upon [its] real resources—trade and in-
dustry. . . .™ The Junkers wclcomed this trend, hoping that the bourgeoisie,
with its energies absorbed in commercial ventures, would permanently be
diverted from any interest in government.

The attitude was to be further strengthened. by Prussia’s post-revolutionary
legislation favoring industrial development and those associated with it. The
Junkers now were to encourage rather than oppose industrial growth because
they came to appreciate that it was more expedient to harness these new forces
for their own purpose than to oppose them indiscriminatcly. At the same time,
German industrialization becamec increasingly impaortant for their own agricul-
tural interests. No longer able to compete in the English market, which so far
had been the most important outlet for the products of their cstatcs, against
such products as Australian wool and North American wheat and timber,”” the
Junkers realized that the profitability of their future agricultural preduction
depended upon a thriving and protected home market which industrial
development alone could sustain and cxpand.

This rapprochement and eventual alliance between the aristocratic estate
owners of the East and the captains of trade and industry in the Western area
was to be characteristic of subsequent German deveclopment. The new political
conjucture in turn strengthened, in most respects, the resilience of the German,
particularly West German, economy.®® Accelerating the rate of regional
industrialization, the vigorous boom of the 1850s once again testified that the
Rhineland continued to enjoy an cnvironment that was most propitious for
€COonomic Progress.
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By focussing upon such extreme cases of diverging development as the textile
trades of Silesia and the Rhineland, this investigation purports to stress the
importance of the social setting upon economic progress. How social
institutions affect the economic process and how in turn they are affected by it,
remains, in many respects as yet, an ‘empty economic box’. Nevertheless, this
particular relationship stands at the center of economic history. Those of us who
concern ourselves with problems of industrialization and the classical long run
will have to continue to wrestle with this issue, and by doing so hope to shed
further light upon these unresolved aspects of economic growth.

Postscriptum

Last year a friend and I spent several weeks away from our respective homes
doing archival work. The provincial inn we stayed in was noisy and the room
we shared was small and poorly lit. Nevertheless, every night, just before we
turned in, my friend persisted in reading some part of a recently published
econcmic-history series. And as he diligently turned the pages, he would, from
time to time, look towards me, quote a passage and then say: ‘This reeks of the
{nineteen) Fifties’.!

By this, he, of course, meant that the majority of the chapters in that
particular series is cast in terms of the development perspective: increases in per
capita income, rates of industrialization and urbanization, commercialization
of agriculture. These are some of the factors with which the distinguished
authors in this series wrestle in order to highlight the determinants of economic
advance. To generalize in this way about an important scholarly undertaking
may seem unfair. However, it does serve one purpose : it defines (stereotypes?} a
whole generation of economic historians who reached academic maturity
during the post-World-War-I1 era, a peried when the maintenance of sustained
growth in the industrialized countries and the elimination of the vicious circle of
poverty in the Third World became the dominant issues among econornists.?

Economic historians {especially Anglo-Saxon ones} were quick to join the
development bandwagon. They promptly rearranged their research projectsin
order to make the most of the tools of dynamic economics and more
importantly, to coax from the past answers that bore upon the predicaments of
the present. The result of these efforts proved to be most fruitful. During the
Fifties and early Sixties, economic history achieved a vitality and relevance
which the discipline had not enjoyed for years?

There is, of course, another side to this reorientation. By setting themselves
new sights and by adopting a framework to match these ambitions, econoric
historians turned their backs upon what had been their traditional preserve
within the historic landscape —the evaluation of the social dimension of
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economic change. For decades, economic historians were the ones who had
spent a major portion of their professional activity assessing the human costs of
material advance and reminding students, colleagues in the other social
sciences and also lay audiences about the blood, sweat and tears that are the
usual concomitants of capital accumulation.*

But ecanomic historians were to change their attitude once they had become
converted to growthmanship, Following the economics profession at large,
economic historians became preoccupied with the purely economic mechanism
of development. As a corollary to this stance, they came to emphasize the
benefits rather than the backwash of capitalist advance. Though few expressed
it aloud, many economic historians were to accept {as it were by implication)
some version of the trickle down theory. At the time, even some of those scholars
who should have known better, left readers and listeners with the distinct
impression that ‘if you feed the horse, the sparrows would eat too’ 3

In due course, unrealistic expectations of this sort were bound to be
disappointed, First, in many underdeveloped areas where, during the 19505
and early 1960s, material advance occurred, it proved a kind of ‘flash in the
pan’ that left the basic institutional setting unaltered and therefore did nothing
to bring about sustained economic development. Secondly, even in those
regions enjoying longer periods of economic progress, large sections of the
population continued in grinding poverty. Eventually, it was this type of
confrontation with stark reality that dampened the economists’ fondest hopes
about being able to manipulate certain key variables in order to help lift at least
part of the Third World out of stagnation. And in turn, economic historians
were to have second thoughts as well, especially about perceiving growth in
purely economic terms without giving the social scene and welfare
considerations their proper due.

Such expressions of doubt on the part of established economic historians were
to be grist for the mill of the younger generation of scholars coming te the fore
during the upheavals of the late 1960s. At the time, many of these younger
people were already in revolt against the value system of their parents, against
what they perceived as the crass materialism, careerism and hypocrisy of
middle class existence. And consequently, guq economic historians, these young
men and women have also come to view the past through their own particular
prism.

To dwell on the key differences: these young veterans of protest are no longer
primarily interested in investigating the mainsprings of economic growth nor in
elaborating its achievements. Instead many of these up-and-coming economic
historians have returned to emphasizing those concerns which excited scholars
when economic history was in its infancy. Specifically, the young researchers
are trying to devise new methods and discover new data in order toretrieve as it
were from the anonymity of history {(by way of detailed accounts) the pain and
suffering of the little people caught up in the process of change.



196 Herbert Kisch

For example, what has been the impact upon attitudes toward work and
religion among those involved in the early commercialization of agriculture, or
the penetration of the domestic trades into the countryside?; how did this, in
turn, affect relations within the family as reflected in changing demographic
trends to be shown by the family reconstruction technique? These are some of
the topics at present very much under discussion — and to anyone who has been
following this literature, it has become quite clear that during the last six or
seven years, on both sides of the Atlantic, a new genre of historiography has been
in the making. In some ways, nothing highlights this new era more glaringly
than the books which presently Clio’s apprentices desire to emulate above all:
Edward Thompson's The Making of the English Working Class and Rudolf
Braun’s two volumes about the social changes following the commercialization
and industrialization of the ziiricher Oberland { Industrialisierung und Volksieben
and Sezialer und Kultureller Wandel in einem lindlichen Indusiriegebiet).

In terms of these novel perspectives, the above essay has little to commend
itself. Tt contains no innovations in methodology and offers no new insights that
serve to enrich the historical imagination. Indeed, ‘Textile Industries in Silesia
and the Rhineland’ is standard pre-computer-age economic history. More
specifically, it is vintage nineteen-fifties, reflecting above all the aforementioned
concerns and interests of social scientists in general and economists in
particular, as to how to initiate and sustain economic development in the Third
World.

In the course of these development debates, economists elaborated growth
strategies based on their respective assessments regarding the causes of
underdevelopment. Some stressed programs for a new and optimal investment
pattern. Others emphasized projects for a more effective use of the existing
resource base and others again, educational reforms, birth-control schemes and
measures to improve the overall quality of manpower, And finally there were
those economists (and other social scientists) who insisted that above all, the
prerequisite for expansion was a change — some said a radical change — in the
institutional setting® Drawing upon a time-honored tradition in political
economy, these latter scholars {usually of a more leftish political orientation)
insisted that in most instances the basic reasons responsible for backwardness
and stagnation in the Third World were those historic circumstances that had
created political and social structures incompatible with progress. The key
factors to which they pointed as perpetuating the vicious circle of poverty and
retrogression were not lack of raw materials nor unfavorable geographic
location {as conservatives would have it}), but perverse class and power
relationships.”

This, then, was the intellectual asmosphere inte which, during the early
nineteen-fifties, I came to do economic history, German economic history, to be
exact. Joining a large development project that was being carried out at the
time at the University of California at Berkeley, I was asked to investigate the
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sources of German industrialization.® And as I immersed myself in all this
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century material and tried to make sense of it, I
quite naturally turned for guidance and illumination to the many propositions
emerging from the discussions raging all around me.?®

Eventually, I tried to select from this “development-tool box’ those concepts
which, I thought, might help in transforming my inchoate thoughts into an
operational framework. Specifically, I opted for the aforementioned hypotheses
emphasizing interaction of institutional setting and economic process. I did so
because I had become convinced that to understand Germany’s sequence of
economic development after 1750 called for a careful consideration of
Germany’s regional differences with respect to economic change. In turn, these
striking differences, so it seemed to me, could be accounted for only after
making a detailed inquiry into the particular responses to economic stimuli (as
evidenced by saving habits, labor supply, elasticities, entrepreneurial initiatives
and investment patterns} by the respective regional factors of production
within their uniquely regional scttings.'®

Having finally decided to view some facets of German economic history in
this way, I tried to adapt for my own purposes the findings and insights of those
scholars who, undcr similar circumstances, had reached similar conclusions. At
the time, for example, one author resurrected, and elaborated on, the old theme
that in the United States the contrast in development between dynamic North
and less prosperous South was primarily due to the existence of the institution of
slavery and 1ts aftermath in the latter region.!' At the same time — i.e. during
the nineteen-fifties, scveral development economists insisted that — viewed
from a long-run perspective, the poverty and stagnation so widespread in many
regions of Latin America had not, for the most part, been caused by lack of
resources, but were, above all, due to a system of economic and social
organization dominated by latifundia '*

Thercfore the next step, to make the feudalism-lafifundia hypothesis the main
theme of the above cssay, seemed easy. | had no difficulty in marshalling
evidence to support my original hunch: that the inexorable decline of the
Silesian linen trades, from their erstwhile position of werld renown, could be
most effectively explained in terms of the survival into modern times of an
agrarian setting incompatible with industrial progress. This, of course, had
been Lujo Brentano’s thesis sixty years before, and it was his original
interpretation which strengthened my resolve to elaborate on his hypothesis by
use of the comparative method. I hoped that by demonstrating the difference in
the secular evolution of the two German textile districts, I would bhe able to
establish my case concerning the relevance and effectiveness of my approach.!?

My position was challenged by Ursula Lewald.'* She promptly took me to
task for what she considered a simplistic and one-sided interpretation on my
part of a complex historic phenomenon. She then proceeded to drive home an
important point, by showing that the center of gravity of the Silesian linen
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manufacture, and especially its export sector, was located in the Giant
Mountains, in picturesque burghs and villages along the Bohemian border
where the lord—serfrelationship was always weak and where, by the eighteenth
century, it had ceased to exist.'® This, of course, is a significant ohservation and
it shows that as elsewhere in Europe, manorial discipline was usually weakest in
forest and swamp areas and isolated mountain territories,!'®

Interesting as these latrer facts are, I do not think they invalidate the
argument put forth by Brentano and those who followed in his footsteps.
Indeed, Lewald, in her critique, is prevented from coming to grips with the
essence of the Brentato position because of a somewhat narrow and literal
interpretation of feudalism — a state of affairs, as she understands it, where, in a
juridical sense, serfdom can be shown to exist. This, of course, is not the way
political economists, social scientists in general and modern development
econormists in particular have traditionally viewed the matter. They did not
perceive feudalism merely as a legal institution to be described on the basis of
legal documents — i.e, a world where serfs are still de iure tied to the land. Indeed
they defined (and continue to define} feudalism as a social system in which
minfundia coexisting with latifundia are the dominant modes of production and
where consequently the big landlords constitute an oligarchy, a ruling group
that puts its unique stamp upon virtually all aspects of life, including the pace
and pattern of industrial change.””

Given her approach, Lewald may not agree with the way in which many
German, and after the Second World War, most Polish scholars have surveyed
pre-1848 Silesia. Based on contemporary accounts,'® these historians have
frequently enumerated the various tributes and charges demanded from the
rural textile workers without specifically probing to what extent these payments
were the contractual obligations arising out of 2 tenant relationship, or whether
these were taxes, to defray the costs of administration and justice, or outright
feudal dues. The reason why these distinctions were not spelled out is quite
obvious. Many of the writers took the view that most of these payments were
parts of a totality, of a scheme of things where the lords by virtue of their virtual
monopoly of the land and by their almost exclusive access to the machinery of
state, were in a position to impose upeon the helpless weavers and spinners
burdens which, whatever their origin, were clearly excessive.'®

Lewald has also taken me to task for comparing what to her does not seem
comparable since, as she points out, by 1800 the two textile centers were
engaged in radically different types of endeavors. I must reject this criticism. To
be sure, at that time, Silesia continued, almost exclusively, in its traditional
manufacture of linen goods while the various Rhenish textile districts {which
once had been linen producers, too}, had alrcady gone beyond that stage to
concentrate, especially since the 1750s, on making various assortments of silken
and cotton wares.?® But as I see it, it is precisely this glaring contrast in leveis of
industrial performance and organization and the divergent routes of economic
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evolution by which, since the mid eighteenth century, these different levels of
industrial activity were reached (in Silesia and in the Rhineland respectively)
that call for an explanation.

It may not say much for my intellectual development; but even though
almost twenty years have elapsed since I wrote the above article, there is little
that I can add to my erstwhile interpretation. I continue to put the blame for
the secular stagnation of the Silesian textile trades — i.e. their inabhility to adapt
to the requirements of a changing world economy—on the perverse in-
stitutional arrangements of that society in general and its outmoded industrial
structure in particular. At the same time, I continue to believe that in an
account of these difficulties plaguing the Silesian linen industry, lack of
resources and unfavorable geographic location are not to be assigned decisive
significance.

However, if after two decades of reading and ruminating about these matters
I were to rewrite this paper I would want to put greater emphasis upon the so-
called Kaufsystem and its modus operandi. Specifically, 1 would want to focus on
this antiquated system as the proximate cause and as the most obvious symptom
of the demise of the Silesian linen trade. As suggested above, the Kaufiystem
saddled the weaver with an independence he could ill afford. In fact he was to
have the worst of all possible worlds. Given the prevailing conjucture, under the
Kaufsystem, he suffered the full impact of the price scissors that, after the 1770s,
were most of the time working against him. In other words, within this
particular industrial structure, the poor weaver was forced to assume
commercial risks which, during the last quarter of the eighteenth century, he
should no longer have had to bear®

The consequences of such an arrangement were soon to prove disastrous.
Having been caught in a squeeze of rising yarn prices and simultaneousty
falling linen prices, the hard-pressed weaver had no alternative but to stave off
starvation by offering inferior wares. Quantity at the expense of quality seermed
to him the only way to survive. In the long run, such a practice was bound to be
the kiss of death. It destroyed the reputation of Silesian goeds in export markets
which, in turn, spelled the industry’s irrevocable ruin.??

Given the weaver’s chronic plight, these abuses and frauds had become
endemic within the trade. Consequently, no regimen of controls, however
strictly enforced, could have prevented such defects as damaged materials and
short measure from eroding Silesian linen’s erstwhile good name. Only the
timely emergence of the putting-out system, with a merchant-manufacturer at
the center of the web of production, could have turned matters arcund and
saved this domestic manufacture from ruin.?*

Within the framework of that capitalist mode of production, the Silesian
linen trades might have had a chance of regaining their vitality. For a start, the
Verleger would have put the industry on a sounder basis by assuming the risks
associated with supplying the raw materials and with marketing the finished
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product. Secondly, in order to improve the declining reputation of this trade,
the capitalist entrepreneur would have made the necessary arrangements to
assure quality-control by providing his weaver-employees with an adequate
subsistence and also with an incentive system that puts a premium on careful
work.?

Finally, and most importantly, by virtue of his close and continuous contacts
with world markets, the Verleger would undoubtedly have developed great
sensitivity to the requirements of international demand. Combined with
adequate funds at his disposal, this awareness of rapidly changing consumer
tastes in export markets would have surely made the Verleger — the prototype of
the early capitalist buccaneer — both able and willing to revamp the Silesian
textile trades. Specifically, he would have streamlined the traditiona)l linen
manufacture by concentrating on those few products he believed still had a
fighting chance of meeting the challenge of foreign, especially Irish, com-
petition in third markets. At the same time, he would, in all likelihood, have
closed down all the other branches of the linen industry and instead have
started upon what promised 1o be the wave of the future — local silk and cotton
industries.?®

Why then, did this progressive force — the putting-out system — not take root
here during the second half of the eighteenth century? Why indeed did the
local textile trades not replicate the development-path of some of the more
fortunate West European manufacturing districts? My answer now would be
the same I gave almost twenty years ago. ©n the one hand, the feudal exactions
imposed upon the rural population, and the ambignce that went with it,
prevented, on both economic and social grounds, the emergence of the Kulak
type capitalist who, in his own remoreseless way, would have pioneered capital
accumulation and thus economic development throughout the countryside.®
On the other hand, the continuation throughout the eighteenth century (and
well into the nineteenth) of these feudal pressures (that is the other side of the
same coin) preserved and bolstered the relative profitability of feudal
agriculture. Consequently trade and industry suffered from a continuous
bloodletting as /afifundia agriculture attracted a large part of entreprencurial
savings. Characteristically, this particular investment pattern was butiressed
by the aristocratic monopoly with respcct to the real estate mortgage
banks — the so-called Landschafien? 2



Notes

Notes to the Introduction

1 Classical examples are D. Defoe, A Tour through the Whole Island of Great Britain, 1st
edn. (1724—-6) and the travel accounts by Arthur Young. Such writings often contain
interesting general reflections about problems of rural industry, for example J. Tucker,
Instructions for Travellers {1757) cited in A. P. Wadsworth and J. de Lacy Mann, The
Cotion Trade and Indusivial Lancashire 1600— 1780 (Manchester, 1931 ; rpt. 1965), pp. 3841,
about the effects of different relations of production upon the development of the
industry; H. -G. V. Riquetti Comte de Mirabeau, D¢ la monarchic prussienne sous Frideric fe
Grand (London, 1788), vol. 3, p. 109 about the advantages and disadvantages of
centralized manufacturers and of rural industries carried on by independent petty
producers; A, Young, Travels during the Years 1787, 1788 and 1789 . . . of the Kingdom of
France (London, 1792}, vol. 1, pp. 503—11 about the effecis of rural indusiry upon
agriculture.

2 The treatment of rural industry in the writings of mercantilists, physiocrats, and
classic political economists deserves closer study. There are a few references to German-
speaking authors in W. Stieda, Litieratur, heutige Justinde and Enistehung der deutschen
Hausindustrie. Nack den worliegenden gedruckten Quellen, Schriften des Vereins fir
Socialpolitik, vol. 39, pt. 1 {Leipzig, 1889), pp. 129-34; also Stieda, pp. 1-55 about
some nineteenth-century authors; C. Bohle, Die Idee der Wirtschaftverfassung im deutschen
Merkantilismus, Freiburger Staatswissenschaftliche Schriften, vol. I (Jena, 1940), pp. 40fT.,
464, | 12ff. ; also cf. the writings by Justi and Siissmilch quoted on p. 257F. In the systems
developed by the physiocrats and the classic political economists guestions concerning
rural industries are occasionally discussed. The physiocrats supported the complete
freedom of industry in order to achieve as favourable terms of trade as possible for large
farmers and especially estate owners. But they also discussed the more specific question of
whether the expansion of industry in the countryside promoted agriculture or hindered
it: G. Weulersse, Le mouvement physiveralique en France de 1756 & 1770 (Paris, 1910; rpt.
1968}, vol. 1, pp. 290-504, 391-4, 588-604. Adam Smith, in tracing the emergence of
export industries in the history of European society since the Middle Ages, distinguished
between a ‘violent’ way and a ‘natural’ way. The first came about when merchants and
entrepreneurs introduced export industries in imitation of foreign crafts and usually
based on imported raw materials; they were the ‘offspring of foreign commerce®. The
latter consisted in the further development of export industries out of
‘household . . . manufactures’ and was mostly based on the working up of domestic raw
materials. This kind of export industry was an ‘offspring of agriculture’ and had in turn a
positive effect on the progress of commercial agrarian production. Smith regarded the
first way as an earlier phase and a historical precondition of the second, but he did not
clearly identify the difference between the violent and natural way with that of urban
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and rural export industry: A. Smith, An faquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of
Nations, Book 3, Ch. 3, The Glasgow Edition of the Works and Correspondence of Adam
Smith, 2, ¢d. R. H. Campbell et al. {Oxford, 1976}, pp. 407f. In book 1, Ch. 10,
pp. 133/, 135, where Smith discusses the reasons behind different levels of wages, he
mcentions as two important factors urban guild privileges on the one hand and the
combination of agriculture with industrial activity among cottagers on the other hand;
the laticr appears to be an indication of a relatively backward economy.

3 K. Marx, Capital, vol. 1, introd. by E. Mandel, transl. by B. Fowkes
{Harmondsworth, 1976), Ch.15, pp. 590f., 5951f., Ch. 19, p. 693; on p. 590 the dividing
line between ‘modern’ and ‘old-fashioned” domestic industry is described.

4 K. Marx, Grundrisse. Foundations of the Critigue of Political Economy, transl. by
M. Nicolaus {(Harmondsworth, 1973, pp. 5101.; of. also Grundrisse, pp. 2771, 505, 5074,
and K. Marx and F. Engels, The German Ideology, pts. 1 and 3, ed. by R. Pascal (New
York, 1947}, pt. 1, Ch. 1, pp. 43-38, esp. 508, Here the term ‘manufacture’ comprises
mass industrial commodity production in large centralized production units as well as in
rural domestic industry.

5 Instead, especially in Capital, he made use of some essential clements of the
transition phase in order to illuminate different aspects of the developed capitalist
system, and the same is true for his references to pre-capitalist social formations. See
I.. Althusser and E. Balibar, Reading Capital {London, 1970), pp. 196f, 2694 ;
B. Hindess and P. Q. Hirst, Pre-capitalist Modes of Production (London etc., 1973),
pp. 221f, 226f, 287f. Thus, in Capital, vol. 1, Ch. 14, pp. 435-91, Marx used
‘manufacture’ — here in the narrower sense meaning a large plant essentially based on
handicraft production - in order to explain historically the possibilities for capital to
produce relative surplus value (i.e. the maximization of profit through an increase in
labour productivity) by applying the principle of the division of labour. He nevertheless
emphasized that manulacture in this sense wus during no period in history the
guantitatively predominant mode of organization in industry, but stood rather ‘as a
work of economic artifice” {wrongly translated as ‘artificial . . . construction®} on the
‘broad foundation of the town handicrafts and the domestic industries in the
countryside’: Marx, Capital, vol. 1, p. 490; see also vol. 1, Ch. 30, pp. 9111 ; similarly in
Marx, Grundrisse (cf. n. 4 above), p. 310. He also gave occasional references elsewhere in
Capital to the importance of rural domestic industry, e.g. in vol. 1, Ch. 16, p. 643; vol. 1,
Ch. 30; vol. 3 (London and Moscow, 1971}, Ch. 20, pp. 334f.; vol. 3, Ch. 47, pp. 795f.
and 8074

6 W. Sombart, ‘Die Hausindustrie in Deutschland’, Arckir fiir soziale Gesetzgebung und
Statistit, 4 (1891), 103-56.

7 Generally: Sdeda, Litteratur {cf. 0. 2 above), pp. 1-14; Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie in
Dcutschland’ {cf. n. 6 above), pp. 105f.; W. Troeltsch, ‘Das neuzeitliche territoriale
Gewerbewesen bis 1800°, in: Die Enfwicklung der deutschen Volkmwirischaftsiehre im 19,
Fakrhundert. Gusiay Schmoller zur 70. Wiederkehr setnes Geburtstags {Leipzig, 1908), vol. 2,
Ch. 24, 1-20, here: pp. 2f.; cf. also M. Bimon, Der wissenschafiliche Streit um die
Berechtigung der Heimarbeit, Heimarbeit und Verlag in der Neuzeit 19 (Jena, 1931),
pp. 11- 55, This ‘apologetic’ study supports the continuation of domestic industry

8 For the beginnings and the course of this development in Germany cf. especially
two conferences of the “Verein fiir Socialpolitik’: the discussion of a presentation by Fr.
J. Neumann about factory legislation in Verkandlungen des Vereins fir Socialpolitik 1873,
Schriften des Vereins fur Socialpolitik 4 (Leipzig, 1874), pp. 41T, and the presentations
by A. Weber and E. v. Philippovich about ‘Die Hausindustrie und ihre gesetzliche
Regelung’ in Verhandlungen des Vereins fir Socialpelitik 1899, Schriften des Vereins fur
Socialpolitik B8 (Leipzig, 1900), 12-35 and 36-50, especially the discussion on
pp. 53-989.
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9 Cf. W. Roscher, System der Volkswirtschaft {Sttgart, 1881), vol. 3, pp. 5441 ;
G. Schmoller, Jur Geschichie der deutschen Kleingewerbe im 19, Jahrhundert. Statistische und
nationalokonomische Untersuchungen (Halle, 1870), pp. 202-10; G. Schmoller, ‘Die ges-
chichtliche Entwicklung der Unternehmung 5: Hausindustrie’, Fehrbuch fur
Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft, 14 (1890), 1053-76, esp. pp. 1061, 10701,
1075; G. Schmoller, Grundriss der allgemeinen Volkswirtschafisiehre, 4th edn. (Munich,
1919), vol 1, p. 496; Schmoller, in his writings between 1870 and 1917, shows an
increasingly realistic assessment of contemporary domestic industry.

10 There is an international bibliography up to 1908 divided according to countries:
Biblwgraphie génbrale des indusiries & domieile, Royaume de Belgique. Ministére de
Pindustrie et de travail. Oflice du travail {Bruxelles, 1908); also see: W. Sombart,
‘Hausindustrie’, in Handwirterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 2nd edn. {1900}, vol. 4,
pp. 113869, esp. 1158-69; continued in W. Sombart and R. Mecrwarth,
‘Hausindustrie’, in Handwirterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 4th edn. (Jena, 1923}, vol. 4,
pp. 179-207, esp. pp. 204-7.

11 For the contemporary literature cf. Biblingraphic générale (cf. above, n. 10,
pp- 134, The intensity and range of this discussion can be explained by the relatively
greater economic importance of rural fwsler’ industries in the context of Russia’s
‘backwardness’. The debate did not view rural domestic industry in pre-revolutionary
Russia primarily as a “historic’ or as a problem of social policy. To a much larger extent
thanin Germany and in western Europe, it formed part ol a larger controversy about the
advantages of a capitalist versus a non-capitalist road toward industrialization. But even
the advocates of the non-capitalist road disagreed in their assessment of rural domestic
industry. For the populist and neo-populist economists, the state-directed further
development of fustar” industry, co-operatively organized on the basis of peasant society,
was to be the crucial development in Russia’s transition to a higher non-capitalist social
formation. The first systematic approaches were made by V. V. {pseud. for V. P.
Vorontsov), Sud by kapitalizma v Rossit {The fate of capitalism in Russia) (8t Petersburg,
1882) and Nikolai-on (pseud. for N. Danielson), Ocherki nashego poreformennogo obshches-
tvennoge khozyaistva (Outlines of our social economy after the reform) (St Petersburg,
1893} ; also A. Walicki, The Controversy Quer Capitalism. Studies in the Social Philosophy of the
Russian Populists (Oxford, 1969), pp. 109ff. For those writers who assumed a dominating
tendency toward capitalist development in contemporary Russia iustar” industries were
relevant because they constituted one of the origins of capitalist relations of production,
but kustar industries did not occupy a strategic position in their political perspectives for
the future. Cf. Lenin’s assessment of rural industries and his debate with the populist
economists, esp. Vorontsov and Danielson: V. 1. Lenin, The Development of Capitalism in
Russia (Moscow, 1956}, pp. 4074, 4144, 4804, 4874, 5898, CF. also the position of the
‘legal’ Marxist M. Tugan-Baranovsky,  Geschichle  der  russischen  Fabrik,
Sozialgeschichtliche Forschungen, vols. 5 and 6 (Berlin, 1900}, pp. 526-88: ‘Der
Kampfder Fabrik mit dem Kustari’; cf. also P. Kropotkin, Fields, Factories and Workshaps
(London, 1899).

12 W. Troeltsch, Die Calwer ZJeughandlungskompagnie und ihve Arbeiter. Studien zur
Gewerbe- und Sozialgeschichie Altwirttembergs (Jena, 1897) ; E. Gothein, Wirtschaftsgeschichte
des Schwarzwaldes und der angrenzenden Landschaflen {Strassburg, 1892, vol. 1; A. Thun, Diz
Industrie am Niederrhein und thre Arbeiter, 2 vols. Staats- und socialwissenschafiliche
Forschungen vol. 2, pts. 2 and 3, (Leipzig, 1879); A. Thun, Landwirtschaft und Gewerbe in
Mittelrusstand seit der Aufhebung der Leibeigenschafi, Staats- und socialwissenschaftliche
Forschungen, vol. 3, pt. 1 {Leipzig, 1880).

13 Sombart, ‘Havsindustrie in Deutschland’ (see n. 6 above), p. 112,

14 W. Roscher, ‘Die grosse und kleine Industrie’, Die Gegenwars, 10 (1855), 688-739;
changed versions of this article in: W. Roscher, Arsichien der Volkswirtschaft aus dem
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geschichtlicken Standpunkte (Leipzig, 1861), Ch. 4, pp. 117-72 and W. Roscher, System der
Volkswirtschaft (see n. 9 above], vol. 3, pp. 521-56.

15 A. Schaffle, ‘Hausindustric' in Deutsches Staatswirterbuch, eds. J. C. Bluntschi and
K. Brater {Swuugart, 1860), vol. 5, pp. 7-12.

16 Schiffle, ‘Hausindustrie’ {see n. 15 above), p. 7.

17 Roscher, System der Volkswistschaft (see n. 9 above), p. 541,

18 Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie in Deutschland’ (see n. 6 above), pp. 105, esp. p. 112.

19 Schmoller, Geseinchte der deutschen  Kleingewerbe (see n. 9 above), pp. 203,
pp- M40 (herc Schmoller still argues in terms of the older export craft theory);
Schmoller, *Geschichiliche Entwicklung der Unternehmung’ (n. 9), pp. 1035--76;
Schmoller, Grundriss (n. 9), vol. 1, pp. 487-96: K. Biicher, ‘Gewerbe’ in Handwirterbuch
der Staglswissenschafien, 3rd edn. {Jena, 19091, vol. 4, pp. 847-80; K. Biicher, ‘Die
gewerblichen Betriebssysteme in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung’, in K. Biicher, Die
Enisiehung  der  Volkswirtschaft.  Vortrdge und  Aufidtze, 7th  edn. (Tibingen,
1922), vol. 1, pp. 163-96, esp. pp. 183 ; Biicher, ‘Hausfeiss und Hausindustrie’ in
Handelsmuseurn, 5 (18901, Nos 31, 32, 33; Biicher, ‘Die Hausindustrie auf dem
Weihnachtsmarkte' in K. Biicher. Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft. Vortrige und Aufsitze,
7th edn. (Tibingen, 1922], vol. 2, pp. 161 -94; Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie in Deutschland’
(see n. 6 above), esp. pp. 105f.; Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie’ (see n. 10 abovce) ; Sombart,
‘Zur neuerem Literatur iber Hausindusirie (1891- 1893)°, Fahrbiicher Jfur National-
ékonomie und Statistik, 61 {1893}, pp. 738-81, 894-936. Sombart did not pursue this
approach in his later systemaltic works. See already: Sombart, ‘Die gewerbliche Arbeit
und thre Organisation’, Archiv fiir soziale Gesetzgebung und Statistik 14 {1899), 1-52,
310-405.

20 Schmoller, ‘Geschichtliche Entwicklung der Unternehmung’ (see n. 9 above),
p. 1038,

21 Schmoller, ‘Geschichiliche Entwicklung der Unternehmung’ {n. 9), pp. 1058f,
Schmoller, Grundriss (n. 9), vol. 1, pp. 487 ; Bucher, ‘Gewerbe’ {see n. 19 above),
pp. 867f. On pp. 869, he introduces, based on his ethnological perspective, an
interesting distinction between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ branches of domestic
industry, i.e. those which are rural from the beginning and those which arose out of
urban cralts. Bicher considers ‘primary’ rural domestic industry as “perhaps the most
important group’. He describes them as originating in peasant ‘housework’ and as
having developed into an export industry under the “putting-out’ system {pp. 869-70);
cf. also Weber, ‘Hausindustrie® (see n. 8 above), pp. 12if. who, in deliberate contrast to
Sombart (see n. 6 above), introduces a historical and systematic distinetion between
different development stages of the relations of production in domestic industry. He
separates the ‘pure domestic industry’, i.e. the Kaufsystem, from ‘domestic work within
the putting-out system’ as well as from outwork in modern domestic industry under
advanced capitalism. Cf. Weber, *Dic volkswirtschaltliche Aufgabe der Hausindustric’,
Jakrbuch fur Gesetzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirischaft, 25 (1801), 383-405; a similarly
differentiating analysis about contemporary - though not historical — domestic industry
had been made much earlier by O. Schwarz, ‘Die Betriebsformen der modernen
Grossindustrie’, Jeitschrift fur die gesamie Staatswissenschajl, 25 (1869), 535-629, esp.
pp- 346-9 and 615-23.

22 Schmoller, ‘Geschichtliche Entwicklung der Unternehmung (see n. 9 above),
p. 1059,

23 Sombart, ‘Hausiadustrie in Deutschlund’ (see n. 6 above), pp. 110, 116, 117,
where he also defines *domestic industry” as “that form of private capitalist enterprise
where the labourers are employed in their homes”. On p. 105 he expresses himself
positively about Marx’s interpretation of domestic industry which Sombart considers as
a ‘completely new perspective’. According to Sombart, Marx was ‘the first to fully
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recognize domesticindusiry as a variant of the mode of produciion of modern large-scale
capitalism’. Cf. Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie in Deutschiand’ (n, 6 above), p. 109;
generally about Sombart’s reception of Marx’sideas D. Lindeniaub, Richtungskaempfe im
Verein_fur Sozialpolitik VSWG, Beiheft 53 (Wiesbaden, 1967}, vol. 2, pp. 3164

24 Cf. Schmoller's ideas about the ‘proper division of labour’ between ‘domestic
industry’ and ‘large indusiry’ in Schmoller, ‘Geschichtliche Entwicklung der
Unternehmung’ {see n. 9 above}, p. 1071, aiso p. 1061; Schmoller was becoming
increasingly sceptical, and, in the last edition of Grurdriss, called domestic industry
‘convenient for the putter-out but undesirable from the point of view of social policy’.
Nevertheless, his overall assessment remained fairly positive: Grundriss (see n. 9 above),
p- 487, also pp. 493, Sombart’s perception stood in contrast to Schmoller’s: Sombart,
‘Hausindustrie in Deutschland” (n. 6 above), pp. 154ff. He characterized domestic
industry as an economic and social ‘evil’; see also the disguised polemic of K. Biicher
against Sombart in Bucher, ‘Die gewerblichen Betriebssystermne’ (see n. 19 above),
pp. 195, and ithe answer: Sombart, *Zur neveren Literatur’ (n. 19), p. 742 also the
controversial discussion at the conference of the “Verein fiir Socialpolitik® in 1899 which
followed the presentations by A. Weber and E. von Philippovich about ‘domestic
industry and its reguiation by the law® (see n. 8 above); on the concept of a ‘mode of
social organization’ cf. Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie in Deutschland’ (see n. & above},
p. 116,

25 Schmoller, Grundriss (see n. § above}, vol. 1, p. 487.

26 Sombart, ‘Hausindustrie’ (see n. 10 above}, p. 1141; cf. also the remark
concerning the ‘rusticalization of industry’ since the end of the Middle Agesin Sombart,
Der moderne Kapitalismus, 2nd edn. (Munich, 1916), vol. 2, pt. 2 p. 803.

27 J. Kulischer, Aligemeine Wirtschaftsgeschichie des Mittelallers und der Neuwzeit (Munich
etc., 1929}, vol. 2, pp. 113 ; also Kulischer, ‘La grande industrie aux XVIIet XVIII®
siécles: France, Allemagne, Russie’, Annales & histoire economigue et soctale, 3 (1931), 11-46,
esp. pp- 254

28 E. Tarle, L'industrie dans les campagnes en France & la fin de FAncien Régime,
Bibliothéque d’histoire moderne, vol. 11 {Paris, 1910) and Tarle, Rabochii klass vo Franci
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30 Already P. Mantoux, La revolution indusirielle au XVIII® sivcle. Essai sur les
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English translation The fndusirnial Revolutton in the Eighteenth Century. dn Outline of the
Beginnings of the Muodern Factary System in England, (London, 1928, 2nd edn. 1961), In the
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for the Industrial Revolution,

31 W.]. Ashley, The Early History of the English Woolen Industry, Publications of the
American Economic Association, vol. 2, pt. 4 (Baltimore, Md., 1887); Ashley, An
Intreduction to English Economic History and Theory (London, 1893}, vol. 2; W. Cunningham,
The Growth of English Industry and Commerce in Modern Times. The Mercantile System, Sthedn.
(Cambridge, 191012, lstedn. 1882} ; G. Unwin, *The History of the Cloth Industryin
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1925); A. P. Wadsworth and ]. de Lacy Mann, The Cotton Trade and Industrial Lancashire
(Manchester, 1931}; W. H. B. Court, The Rise of the Midland Industries, 1600— 1838
(London, 1938), here especially the chapters about the production of nails; W. G.
Hoskins, “The Rise and Decline of the Serge Industry in the South West of England with
Special Reference to the Eighteenth Century’, unpbl. thesis (M. Sc. University of
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1940),
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35 English examples are J. D. Chambers, Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth Century. A
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History of Rossendale (Manchester, 1927).
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¢conomigque Atx-en-Provence 1902, (Paris etc., 1963), vol. 2, pp. 363-484; H. Kellenbene,
ed., Agrarisches Nebengewerbe und Formen der Reagrarisierung im Spatmitielalter und 19./20.
Fahrhundert, Forschungen zur Sozial — und Wirtschafisgeschichee, vol. 21 (Scuttgart,
1975},

37 The great ‘théses’ on regional history which originated in the Annales school do
not explicitly deal with rural industry although they do contain a number of references
toit (cf. the theses by P. Goubert, E. Le Roy Ladurie and P. Deyon). E. Le Roy Ladurie
stated in the conclusion of his thése about the peasants of Languedoc: ‘Ce livre est
d’histoire rurale et il n’est pas possible d'y étudier en detail le cas des industries
languedociennes, qui mériterait un ouvrage particulier’, E. Le Roy Ladurie, Les paysans
de Languedoc (Paris, 1966}, vol. 1, p. 646; an important exception is P. Bois, Papsans de
£ Ouest. Des structures économigues et sociales aux options pelitiques depuis I'épogue révolutionnaire
dans la Sarthe (Le Mans, 1960); B. H. Slicher van Bath, on the other hand, devoted a
great deal of space to rural industry in his greac study of Overijssel: B. H. Slicher van
Bath, Een Samenleving onder spanming: Geschiedenis pan het  platieland in Overgssel,
Historische sociograficen van het platteland, vol. | (Assen, 1957). If the regional
histories of his students J. A. Faber and A. M. van der Woude about Friesland and
Noorderkwartier do not deal with concentrated rural industries, this i1s due to the fact
that they did not exist in those regions.
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38 E.J. Hobsbawm, ‘The General Crisis of the European Economy in the 17th
Century’, Past and Present, 5 {1954), 33-53, 6 (1954), 44-65, rpt. with a postscript in
T. Aston, ed., Crisis in Euwrope, 1560— 1660 (London, 1965), pp. 1-58.

39 J. Thirsk, ‘Industries in the Countryside’, Essays in the Econemic and Social History
of Tudor and Stuart England in Honour of R. H. Tawney, ed. F. J. Fisher (Cambridge, 1961),
pp. 70-88; J. Thirsk, "The Farming Regions’, The Agrarian History of England and Wales,
1500- 1640, ed. ]J. Thirsk {Cambridge, 1967}, wval. 4, pp. 1-112; E.L. Jones,
‘Agricultural Origins of Industry’, Past and Present, 40 (1968), 58—71; a more detailed
Italian version under the title ‘Le origini agricole dell’ industria®, Studi stortes, 9 {1968),
564-93.

40 H. Kisch, “The Textile Industries in Silesia and the Rhineland: A Comparative
Study in Industrialization’, Foural of Economic History, 19 (1956), 317-37 {rpt. below,
pp. 178-200 with a post-scriptum); H. Kisch, ‘Das Erbe des Mittelalters ein Hemmnis
wirtschafilicher Entwicklung: Aachens Tuchgewerbe wvor [790°, Rheinische
Vierteljahresblatter, 30 (1963), 253-308 (a short English version in Fown. Econ. Hist.,
24(1964), 517-37; H. Kisch, Prussian Mercantilism and the Rise of the Krefeld Sitk Industry
Variations on an Eighteenth-Century Theme, Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society N.8. 58, 7 (Philadelphia, 1968); H. Kisch, ‘From Monapaly to Laissez-faire:
The Early Growth of the Wupper Valley Textile Trades’, Fournal of European Economic
Histery, 1 (1972}, 298—407.

41 E. Schremmer, ‘Standortausweitung der Warenproduktion im langfristigen
Wirtschaftswachstum.  Zur Stadt-Land-Arbeitsteilung  im  Gewerbe des 18
Jahrhunderts’, FSWG, 59 (1972}, 1 —40. The term ‘territarialization of industry’, coined
by Schremmer, emphasizes the ‘diversification of rural crafts into a great number of
occupations’; consequently, Schremmer p. 6f. contrasts ‘territorialization of industry’ ta
the emergence of regions dominated by a single industry. The latter, however, are the
subject matter of the present volume,

42 ‘Forschungsseminar J. Kuczynski 1952° (unpubl. working papers) : J. Kuczynski
and D. Losche, ‘Einleitung’; R. Berthold, “Zur Geschichte der Entwicklung der
Produktionsverhilinisse in der wiirttembergischen Zeugmacherei von der Mitte des 16.
bis zur Mitte des 18. Jahrhunderts®, report | ; P. Stulz, ‘Zur Geschichte der Entwicklung
der Produktionsverhilinisse in der lindlichen westfilischen Leinenproduktion von 1450
bis 1750°, report 2; D.Lische, ‘Zur Geschichte der Entwicklung der
Produktionsverhiiltnisse in der Leinen- und Barchentproduktion aberdeutscher Stidte
van 1450 bis 1750°, report 3; G. Heitz, '‘Die Emiwicklung der landlichen
Leinenproduktion Sachsens in der ersten Hilfte des 16, Jahrunderts’, report 4;
H. Hoffimann, *‘Diskussion iiber den gesellschaftlichen Charakter des Verlages’. The 4th
report was further developed into G. Heitz, Landliche Leinenproduktion in Sachsen 1470 bis
1555, Bchriften des Instituts fiir Geschichte vol. 2, pt. 4 (Berlin, 1961).

43 For example L. L. Murav'eva, Derevenska a promyshlennost central’noi Rossii vlorei
XVIH v, {The rural industry of central Russia in the second half of the seventeenth
century) (Moscow, 1971); A. Klima, ‘The Role of Rural Domestic Industries in
Bohemia in the Eighteenth Century’, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., 27 (1974), 48-56;
M. Kulczykawski, ‘En Pologne an XVIII®siécle: Industrie paysanne et formation du
marché national’, Anpafes £.5.C., 24 (1969), 61-9; M. Kulezyvkowski, Andrychowski
oirodek plociennyezy w X VI XIX wieku (The linen centre of Andrychow in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries), Prace komisji nauk historycznych, vol. 31 (Wroclaw etc.,
1972). Because of the subtlety with which it poses its problems and the precision with
which the statistical analysis is conducted this monograph about Andrychdw is one of
the best studies that exist about rural industry.

44 R. Braun, Indusirialisierung und Volksleben. Veranderungen der Lebensformen unter
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Einwirkung der textilindustriellen Hetmarbeif in einem lindlichen Industriegebiet { Jiivicher Oberland)
vor 1804 {Erlenbach-Zurich, 1960; rpt. Goettingen 1979) ; comtinued in R, Braun, Sozialer
und kultureller Wandel in einem landlichen Industriegebiet { Jivicher Oberland } unter Eimpirkung des
Maschingn- und Fabrikwesens im 19. und 20. Fahrundert (Erlenbach-Zirich etc., 1965]. An
important beginning was made by W.-E, Peuckert, Volkskunde des Proletariats, vol. 1.
Aufgang der proletarischen Kultur, Schriften dos volkskundlichen Seminars der Padagogischen
Akademie Breslau, vol. 1 {Frankfurt, 1931, rpt. and extended in W.-E. Peuckert and E.
Fuchs, Die schlesischen Weber (Darmstadt, 1971), vols | and 2.

45 F. F. Mendels, ‘Tndustrialization and Population Pressure in Eighteenth Century
Flanders’, {Ph.I}. Diss., University of Wisconsin, 1970); F.F. Mendels, ‘Proto-
industrialization : The First Phase of the Industrialization Process’, Journ, Econ. Hist., 32
{1972), 241-61; Charles Tilly and Richard Tilly, ‘Emerging Problems in the Modern
Economic Histery of Western Europe’ (1971, unpubl.), printed in a shortened version
under the title ‘Agenda for European Economic History in the 19705, Journ. Econ. Hist.,
31 {1971}, 184-98.

46 A distinction must be made beltween proto-industrialization and early in-
dustrialization (Frithindustrialisierung). Early industrialization means the first phase of
industrialization and, in central Europe, dates to the first half of the nineteenth century;
cl. W. Fischer, ed., Wirtschafts- und soziglgeschichtliche Probleme der frihen Industrialisierung,
Einzclverdffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission zu Berlin, vol. | {Berlin, 1968];
O. Biisch, ed., Untersuchungen zur Geschichle der frithen Industrialisierung vornehmliich im
Wirtschaftsrawm  BerlinjBrandenburg, Einzelversffentlichungen der Historischen
Kommission zu Berlin, vol. 6 {Berlin, 1971},

47 More detailed esp. with regard to the situation in east-central and eastern Europe,
see below, p. 171

48 D. C. North and R. P. Thomas, The Rise of the Western World. A New Economic
History {Cambridge, 1973), pp. 19-45; North and Thomas, “The Rise and Fall of the
Manorial System: A Theoretical Model’, Fourn. Econ. Hest., 31 (1971), 777-83, esp.
pp-. 780-96; the criticism by A. Jones, *The Rise and Fall of the Manorial Economy: A
Critical Comment’, Journ. Econ. Hist., 32 (1972}, 938—44 and St Fenoaltea, “The Rise
and Fall of a Theoretical Model: The Manorial System’, Journ. Econ. Hist., 35 (1973),
386—409, is only paruy justified (Fenoaltea is correctin criticizing the ‘non-exploitative’
interpretation of feudalism). In this context and with regard to the shortcomings of the
North—-Thomas theory see the studies abyout the origins and development of capitalism
by Maurice Dobb and the controversy they raised at the beginning of the 1950s in the
Journal Seience and Saciety. M. Dobb, Studics in the Development of Capitalism (London, 1946,
2nd ed. 1963}, pp. 37-50 and P. Sweezy et al., The Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism
(New York, 1954); here the ncw edition introduced by R. Hilton (London, 1976} is
cited, extended, pp. 34—46, 59-61, 74-83, 103-6, 109-17, 123f. and 1304, the
opposing positions taken in this volurne (internal versus external causes of the decline of
feudalism) need to be synthesized and that synthesis should include the positive elements
of the North—Thomas theory. Hilton’s introduction (pp. 9-3(}) does not yet achieve this
synthesis. Any theory of socio-economic change must analyse the individual factors of
the historical process as parts of an interdependent whole. In the context of the present
debate this has been attempted by E. J. Nell, *Economic Relations in the Decdline of
Feudalism: An Examination of Economic Interdependence and Sacial Change’, History
and Theary, 6 (1967), 313-50, csp. pp. 327-31. If this precondition is not fulfilled, i.e. if
one factor s singled out as decisive and all other factors are reduced toit, the perspective
will be too narrow. Such an approach is taken by R. Brenner, ‘Agrarian Class Structure
and Fconomic Development in Pre-industrial Europe’, Past and Present, 70 (1976),
30-75, who singles out the class structure as the decisive factor. Brenner and others
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sometimes cite the example of east-central Europe in order to disprove the relevance of
market relations for the decline of feudalism: Dobb, pp. 39-41; Sweezy et al., pp. 61
and 76f., Brenner, pp. 43, 53f, 60. But this view overlooks the fact that the socio-
economic impact of the integration into international markets {as in east-central Europe
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries) can only to a limited extent be compared with
the impact of the emergence of regional markets {as during the high Middle Ages). Itis
significant that in east-central Europe the penetration of international trade went in
parallel with the drving-up of regional exchange. This point has been made by, among
others, M. Malowist, Wichéd a zachéd Europy w XIHT-XVI wieku. Konfrontacja struktur
spodeczno-gospodarezyeh (The east and the west of Europe from the thirteenth to the
sixteenth century. A comparison of socio-economic structures) (Warsaw, 1973),
EP- 275—83. Not only the market factor has to be taken into consideration here but also
the specific function of the great secular trends in prices, real wages, and fendal rents, as
well as the cycles of population growth and contraction which were tied to them through
a feedback system. For example, the change in class structure during the high Middle
Ages can be adequately explained only when it is seen in the context of the first great
growth phase of the European agrarian economy. Class structure, in 45 turn — though it
needs to be explained just as do market relations and secular trends - can, in
conjunction with other factors, determine the direction of the historical process. This
argument, though overdrawn, is made in the article by Brenner.

49 Sec below, pp. 14-23.

50 It must be emphasized that the dividing line between ‘urban’ and ‘rural’,
especially during the period trcated here, cannot be sharply drawn. Town privileges,
guild organization, great population density, and the relatively small significance of the
agrarian sector did not always coincide; conversely, the absence of town privileges, the
absence of guilds, low population density and the importance of the agrarian sector did
not always go together, In fact, proto-industrialization itself sometimes generated new
agglomerations, quasi-towns without town or guild privileges. For this reason, the
present study cannot make a schematic distinction between ‘rural’ and ‘urban’
industries,

51 See above, n. 5 for the quotation. Among these larger centralized enterprises
which will not be dealt with in this study, but cught to be included in a comprehensive
treatment of the contribution which the secondary sector made to this phase of the socio-
economic transformation process, the mines and ironworks are probably the most
important. Since they were often closely linked to agriculture, their inclusion into the
complex ‘proto-industrialization” might be illuminating.

52 For the genesis of the capitalist world system in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries sce 1. Wallerstein, The Modern World System. Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins
of the European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (New York ete., 1974), vol. 1. Despite
its refreshing provocativeness, the reconstruction of the formation period of the capitalist
world system Wallerstein attempts, raises considerable doubts. In the context of the
present work the most important objections are: (1) The Eurcpean expansion into other
continents was not directly caused by the ‘crisis of feudalism’ in the fourteenth and
fiftecnth centurics, as Wallerstein maintains. In this connection it i3 welt to remember
that the late medieval agrarian crisis was not in its origins the crisis of fendalism, but
rather became the crisis of fendalism during its course and termination. It is true that the
late medieval agrarian depression drove some nobles who were hurt by it to promote the
overseas expansion, cf. for Portugal: M. Malowist, Eurapa a Afrpka zackodnia w dobie
wezesnef expansyt kolonialnei (Europe and West Africa during the period of early colonial
expansion] (Warsaw, 1969), pp. 321, and 71-50; but this should not lead to the
conclusion that ‘the territorial expansion of Europe was a key prerequisite to a solution
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for the ¢risis of feudalism’ without which Europe could have fallen "into relative constant
anarchy and further contraction’ (Wallerstein, p. 38, also p. 24). Neither had the
‘internal Americas’ of Europe been exhausted, nor is it true that ‘the nascent and
potentially very violent class war’ could only be held in check in this way (Wallerstein,
p. 57 and p. 51). (2} One cannot interpret all parts of the socio-cconomic process in
terms of the emerging capitalist world system. The price revolution of the sixteenth
century was only partially caused by "the emergence of capitalism as the dominant mode
of social organization of the economy’ (Wallerstein, pp. 69-77, n. p. 77). First and
foremost it was an expansion ol disparities which arose in the structure of the European
agrarian socictics during the course of the growth process. The *second serfdom’ in east-
central Europe and the Latin American encomzende were related to developments at the
Europcan core, but they cannot therefore be classified as ‘capitalist’ {Wallerstein,
pp. 90-100); they were essentially feudal. {3) The industrial development of the
European core and the shift of industrial production from the towns to the countryside
are insufficiently integrated into the emergence of the capitalist warld system. However,
it is important to interpret the emergence of the capitalist world system in the light of
proto-industrialization, for the question of whether a country made the transition to
proto-industrialization or not was of strategic importance not only for the relation
between European metropolitan countries and the extra-European periphery but also
far the development within Europe. The successful or non-successful outcome of this
transition to proto-industrialization determined whether a country rose to become part
of the core or whether it lapsed to the semi-periphery, like southern Europe.

53 Interesting suggestions for the introduction of such a historically reformulated
concept of system into a theroy of social evolution and inte a ‘historically directed
analysis of social sysiems’ have been made by J. Habermas and K. Eder on the basis of
their critical assessment of functionalist systems’ theory: Habermas, “Geschichte und
Evolution’, in Habermas, Jur Rekonstrukiton des Historischen Materigliomus (Frankfurr,
1976), pp. 200-59, esp. pp. 226M; cf. also Habermas, ‘Geschichte und Evolution’, pp.
242ff.; where he attempts to explain the problems of transition from feudalism to
capitalism in an ‘outline’ which is based on a somewhat generous reading of Dobb; K.
Eder, ‘Einleitung® to Seminar: Die Entstehung von Klassengesellschaften (Frankfurt, 1973),
pp- Mt Eder, Die Entstchung staatlich organisierter Gesellschaften. Ein Beitrag zu einer Theorie
sozialer Evolution (Frankfurt, 1976), pp. 1194

54 Cf. concerning the significance of devolutionary factors in the developmental
process of social formartions in history: Ch. Tilly, ‘Clio and Minerva’, Theoretical
Soctology, eds. J. C. Kinney and E. A. Tiryakin [New York, 1970), 434-66; Ch. Tilly
and R. Tilly, ‘Agenda’ (see n. 45 above}, p. 187.

55 E.Hobsbawm, ‘Crisis of the Sevenucenth Century’ {(see n. 38 above), p. 38; the
putting-out system is here referred to as a ‘protean stage of industrial development’.

56 Mendels, ‘Proto-indusirialization: The First Phase’ (see n. 45 above).

57 Marx, (see n. 3 above), vol. 3, Ch. 20: ‘Historical Facts about Merchant’s
Capital’, pp. 323-37, esp. p. 334; this aspect of the transitional problems between
feudalism and capitalism was discussed among Dobb, Sweezy, Takahashi and Lefébvre,
and their discussion summarized by GG. Procaced, ‘A Survey of the Debate’, in Sweczy et
al., Transition from Feudalism (see n. 48 above), pp. 128-42, esp. pp. 13741

58 According to this view, Marx’s methodology and his categories have the
advantage that they were developed for the purpose of analysing (he capitalist system
from the perspective of its historicity: Marx’s main point is that the laws ruling the
capitalist system do not have timeless validity but are limited to this specific socio-
economic formation which has emerged and will be overcome in the course of history. If
this is 50, then Marx laid the foundation for statemnents about the range within which
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specific economic categories are valid. This is why the categories for an analysis of pre-
capitalist socic-economic formations or for the genesis of capitalism can be more
fruitfully developed from Marx’s point of view than from theories like marginalism
which deny, or treat as peripheral, the historicity of the laws which underlie the socio-
€CONDITIC SYSLEMmL.

59 In dealing with these problems, the expectation arose that, beyond the questions
treated in Chs. 4 and 3, other aspects of proto-industrialization could be illumninated by
this approach as well.

60 See for example Ch. 4, n. 82.

61 Habermas, ‘Geschichte und Evolution’ (see n. 53 above), p. 246.
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pp- 457-72; and ]. de Vries, ‘Labour{Leisure Trade-oft”, Peasant Studies Newsletter,
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pp- 6-20.
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Labour-income Farming, Verslage van landbouwkundige onderzoekingen, vol. 699
{Wageningen, 1967), pp. 26f. and 31-53; F. F. Mendels does not emphasize sufficiently



Notes to p. 14 213

that seasonal unemployment became a social problermn only under certain conditions
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pp- 241-61, and in this volume pp. 16f.

10 The connection between pastoral farming and rural industry has often been
observed; cf. J. Thirsk, ‘Industries in the Countryside’, Essays in the Economic and Soctal
History of Tudor and Stuart England in Honour of R. H. Tawney, ed. E, ], Fisher {Cambridge,
1961, pp. 70-88, esp. 86f.; Thirsk, “The Farming Regions’, The Agrarian Huistory of
England and Wales 4. 1500-1640, ed. J. Thirsk (Cambridge, 1967), pp. |-112, esp.
12-14; E. L. Jones, ‘Agricultural Origins of Industry’, Past and Present, 40 (1968),
58-71, here the extensive ltalian version has been used: ‘Le origini agricole dell
‘industria’, Studi Storici, 9 (1968), 564-93, esp. 571-5 and 385-7; A. Klima, ‘The Role
of Domestic Industry in Bohemia in the Eighteenth Century’, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser.,
27 (1974}, 48-156, esp. 50.

11 For an evalvuation of the factor of natural conditions ef. the controversial view-
points of the two Russian historians Tarle, Industrie {see n. 7 ahove), pp. 16—-25 and
J. Loutchisky (1. V. Luchiskii), La propriéte paysanne en France a la veille de la Révolution
{ principalement en Limousin ), Bibliothéque de la Révolution et de I’Empire, N.8, 2 (Paris,
1912), pp. 80-99; Tarle puts 100 much emphasis on natural conditions; see also H. Sée,
‘Remarques sur le caractére de l'industrie rurale en France au XVIII® siecle’, Reoue
Historigue, 142 (1923}, 47-53 and Kulcaykowski, (iredek (see n. B above), p. 223; also
Klima, ‘Role’ (see n. 10 above), p. 150,

12 In 1this connection see especially R. Braun, fndustrialisierung und Volksleben.
Veranderung der Lebensform wunter Einwirkung der verlagsindusiniellen Heimarbeit . einem
{andlichen Industriegebiet (Jircher Oberland) wvor 1800 (Erlenbach and Zirich, 1960),
pp- 49-53.

13 M. Reinhard et al., Histoire génivale de la population mondiale, 5rd ed. (Paris, 1968),
pp. 671, 108, and 197, Concerning the secular trend-periods cf. Abel, Agrarkrisen (see
n. 1 above), pp. 278, 97 and 182ff. ; Slicher van Bath, Histsry (n. 1 above), pp. 132ff,,
144, 195ff. and 221 ; recently as part of a theory of institutional change in D. C. North
and R. P. Thomas, The Rise of the Western World. A New Economic History (Cambridge,
1973;, pp. 11-17, 198, and 891ff. Concerning the factor of population growth see
G. Hohorst, ‘Bevolkerungsentwicklung und Wirtschaftswachstum als  historischer
Entwicklungsprozess demo-tkonomischer Systeme’, Dynamik der Bevolkerungrentwicklung.
Strukturen, Bedingungen, Folgen, eds. R. Mackensen and H. Wewer (Miinchen, 1973),
pp- 91-118. The ‘quasi-stable equilibrium system’ in H. Leibenstein, FEconamic
Backwardness and Economic Growth. Studies in the Theory of Economic Development (New York
etc., 1957), pp. 15-37 is helpful for an understanding of the process delineated above.
All attempts, especially those by Marxists, to refute the system of secular economic
changes, developed primarily by Abel, are ultimately flawed by their neglect of the
importance of the demographic factor in the historical process. Cf. e.g. the discussion
about the agrarian crisis of the late Middle Ages to which especially R. Hilton and the
Polish Marxists, M. Malowist, B. Geremek, and B. Zientara, have opposed the theory of
a crisis of feudalism. The same is true for the unsatisfactory attempt by E. J. Nell,
‘Economic Relations in the Decline of Feudalism: An Examination of Economic
Interdependence and Social Change’, History and Theory, 6 (1967), 313-50. Neither 1s
the work of J. Topolski, Neredziny kapitalizmu w Eurapie XIV— X VI wieku (The birth of
capitalism in Europe from the fourteenth to the seventeenth centuries) { Warsaw, 1965}
convincing; this is a description of agrarian pre-conditions which does not touch on the
problems which are central to the present study. In the final analysis, the activities of the
nobility became the ‘primum movens’, according to Topolski, but he does not place this
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argument into the socio-economic context. The model of secular economic changes
needs to be integrated into a comprehensive theary of socin-econamic change. An
attempt was made in R. Brenner, ‘Agrarian Class Structure and Economic Develop-
ment in Pre-industrial Europe’, Past and Present, 70 (1976), 30-75, but Brenner’s
treatment of the subject, in my opinion, is too rigid, and retrogressive when it rejects the
demographic and commercialization models. In particular, his attempt to explain the
secular crises by way of the ‘property or surplus-extraction relationship’ {pp. 37, 50 and
66) is unacceptable, at least in this formulation.

14 Slicher van Bath, History (see n. 1 above), pp. 128f. and 314—18; for Germany sce
Schremmer, ‘Standartausweitung’ (n. 8}, pp. 4-22; Schremmer, Wirtschaft (see n. 7
above), pp. 125-37 and 349-81; K. Blaschke, Beviitkerungsgeschichte von Sachsen bis zur
Industrielien Revolution (Welmar, 1967), pp. 174-95; J. Peters, “Ostelbische Landarmut.
Sozial-Gkonomisches tiber landlose und landarme Agrarproduzenten im Spéitfeuda-
lismus’, 7b. Wirtsch, G. (1967}, pt. 3, 255—302; Peters. ‘Osteibische Landarmut.
Statistisches iiber landlose und landarme Agrarproduzenten im Spatfeudalismus’, 7.
Wirtsch, G.(1970), pt. 1, 97-126; R. Heck, Studia nad poloZeniem ckonomicznym fudnoici
wiejskiej na Slgsku w XVIw. {Studies on the economic situation of the rural population in
Silesia in the sixteenth century) (Wroclaw, 1959}, pp. 57—78; Heck, in: Historia Sigsha.
Opracowanie zhiorowe (History of Silesia. Collected Essays) 1, 2 (Wroctaw etc., 1961), pp.
62-8; St. Inglot, in: Historia Slgska 1, 3 (Wrockaw, 1963}, pp. 90-103; St. Michal-
kiewicz, in: Historia Slgska 2, 1 (Wrockaw, 1966}, pp. 134—42; a summary is provided by
G. Franz, Geschichte des dewtschen Bauernstandes, Deutsche Agrargeschichte, vol. 4
{Stuttgart, 1970), pp. 214-27, for England see A. Everitt, ‘Farm Labourers’, Agrarian
History, ed. Thirsk (see n. 10 above), pp. 369—465, esp. 399#f.; for France see E.
Labrousse, *Apercu de la repartition sociale de I'expansion agricole’, Histotre tconomigue et
sociale de la France, vol. 2: Des derniers temps de age seigneurial aux préfudes de Page industriel,
1660- 1789 (Paris, 1970}, pp. 473-97, esp. 4891.; there also exist numerous regional
studies for France; for Poland see 5t. Inglot, ed., Historia chlopow polskich 1. Do upadku
rzeczypospolite szlacheckiei (A History of the Polish Peasants 1. Undil the decline of the
Noblemen’s Commonwealth {Warsaw, 1970, pp. 295f. and 376—82; for Bohemia see O.
Placht, Lidnatost a spolecenska skladba ceského statu v 16.— I8, stoleti {Population and
Social Structure of the Czech State from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Centuries)
{Prague, 1957}, pp. 119-56; concerning this development at the level of landownership
see F.-W. Henning, ‘Die Betriebsgrdssenstruktur der mitteleuropiaischen Landwirt-
schaft im 18. Jahrhundert und thr Einfluss auf die lindlichen Einkommensverhaltnisse’,
Z. Agrarg. Agrarsoziol., 17 (1969), 171-93. It would be shortsighted to explain
population growth and therefore the emergence of rural industries on the basis of
inheritance practices, here partible inheritance, as has been done, though very
cautiously, in Thirsk, ‘Industries’, (see n. 10 above), pp. 77f. Many regions with
immpartible inheritance practices could be held against this interpretation and,
furthermore, inheritance practices vary over time; cf. L. Berkner, ‘Rural Family
Organization in Europe: A Problem in Comparative History®, Peasant Studies Newsleiter,
1 (1972), 145-56, esp. 149.

15 R. Tawney, The dgrarian Problem in the Sixteenth Century (Oxford, 1912), pp. 53-97;
M. Spuflord, Contrasting Communities. English Villagers in the Sixteenth and Sevenicenth
Centuries (Cambridge, 1974}, pp. 49-11% and 165-7; E. le Roy Ladurie, Les paysans de
Languedoc (Paris, 1966), val. 1, pp. 248-57; J. Jacquard, La crise rurale en le-de-France
{Paris, 1974), pp- 213-20, 232-45, 248-33; concerning the effects of harvest fluc-
tuations on the monetary incomes of farms of different sizes see W. Abel,
*Landwirtschaftliche Wechsellagen® Berichie itber die Landwirtschaft N.F. 21 (1937), 1-17,
esp. 7-9; Abel, Agrarkrisen (see n. 1 above), pp. 23-6.
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16 See below, Ch. 3, part 2.

17 Chayanov, Peasant Farm Organization (see n. 9 above), p. 87,

18 Due to the cultivation of cabbage, turnips, and especially potatoes, whose calorie
content per unit of land is much higher than that of grain, this point was considerably
delayed, i.e. the apogee of the total yield curve was not only moved upward, but also to
the right; but the village institutions which regulated the cultivation of crops at first
often prevented their incroduction; ¢f. Henning, “Betriebsgrossensirukiur’ (see n. 14
above}, pp. 188-91.

19 Chayanov, Peasant Farm Grganization (see n. 9 above), pp. 101 and 107-10;
Luning, Aspects (n. 9}, pp. 42-5.

20 Cf.  F.-W. Henning, Industrialisierung und  dorfliche  Einkom-
mensméglichkeiten. Deer Einfluss der Industrialisierung des Textilgewerbes in
Deutschland im 19. Jh. auf die Einkommensméglichkeiten in den lindlichen Gebieter’,
Agrarisches Nebengewerbe und Formen der Reagrarisierung im Spatmittelalter und 19.{20.
Jekrhundert, ed. H. Kellenbenz, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichee,
vol. 21 [Stutigart, 1975), pp. 135—73, esp. 1536, The relationship between agrarian and
non-agrarian income was closest when a family not only grew flax but also processed it to
yarn; cf. W. Achilles, ‘Die Bedeutung des Flachsanbaus im siidlichen Niedersachsen fiir
Bauern und Angehdérige der unterbiuerlichen Schicht im 18. und 19. Jahrhunderc’,
Agrarisches Nebengewerbe, ed. Kellenbenz, pp. 109-24; Achilles {p. 111} found a
correlation beltween the percentage of the total arable under flax and the percentage of
the total population of a village who belonged o the sub-peasant group (in southern
Lower Saxony, the cottars were permitted to grow flax on a piece of land in
compensation for helping estate-owners and farmers with their harvest work; Achilles,

. 118K,
ppzl Sclirernmer, ‘Standortausweitung’ (see n. 8 above), pp. 3 and 7-22; Braun,
Industrialisierung {see n. 12 above), pp. 23—7; Everitt, ‘Labourers’ {see n. 14 above),
pp- 425-9; Sée, ‘Remarques’ (see n. 11 above), pp.48-51; H. Sée, Franzisische
Wirtschaftsgeschichte {Jena, 1930]), vol. 1, pp. 3311

22 St. Hymer and St Resnick, ‘A Model of an Agrarian Economy with
Nonagricultural Activities’, American Economic Reriew, 59 (1969), 493—506, esp. 5001, ; De
Vries, ‘Trade-off (see n. 6 above), pp. 47f.; De Vries, The Dutch Rural Economy in the
Golden Age, 1500- 1700 (New Haven, Conn. etc., 1974), pp. 19-21.

23 Slicher van Bath, Hisiory (seen. | above), pp. 2171.; Slicher van Bath, “Historische
ontwikkeling van de textielnijverheid in Twente', Textielhistorische Bijdragen, 2 (1960),
21-39, esp. 23. For Languedoc, Le Roy Ladurie, Pgysans {(see n. 15 above), vol. I,
pp- 645f. wrote: ‘Les deux courbes, agriculture et draperie, se croisent. Le fléchissement
agraire est trés partellement compensé par essor textile, ou les éléments de croissance
sont indéniables.” Concerning the crises of the late Middle Ages and the seventeenth
century see Abel, Agrarkrisen {see n. |1 above), pp. 42ff. and [42ff.; Slicher van Baih,
History (n. 1), pp. 160if. and 206ff; concerning negative feedback see E. A. Wrigley,
Population and Histery (London, 1969}, pp. 108—11; concerning the ‘autonomous
mortality rate’ see J. D. Chambers, Population, Economy, and Society in Pre-industrial England
{Oxford etc., 1972), pp. 77-106.

24 See n. 10 above.

25 See n. 11 above.

26 Le Roy Ladurie, Paysans (n. 15}, vol. 1, pp. 567—81; Jacquart, Crise {see n. 15
above), pp. 700-15, 725-8, 753-6; P. Goubert, “The French Peasantry of the
Seventeenth Century: A Regional Example’, Crisis in Eurape, 1560—1660. Essgys from
Past and Present, ed. T. Ashton {London, 1965}, pp. 141-65, esp. 162-5.

27 See especially L. K. Berkner, Family, Social Structure, and Rural Industry: A
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Comparative Study of the Waldviertel and the Pays de Caux in the Eighteenth Century {Unpubl.
Dss., Harvard University, 1973), pp. 286-93.

28 For Waldviertel see Berkner, ‘Family’ {see n. 21 above), pp. 16472 and 194-6;
only when, due to the commutation of labour services under Joseph 11, the lords’
demesnes were dissolved and the land distributed could a larger number of cottagers
settle here. Concerning the Zuricher Oberland, R. Braun, frdustrialisierung (see n. 12
above), pp. 38-54 could show that the tendency of the valley communities 10 exclude
outsiders caused the domestic industry to establish itself in the infertile mountain
communities. The resistance of landlords who feared a rising poor-rate prevented the
ribbon-weaving industry from establishing a foothold in the villages to the west and
south of Coventry; see J. Prest, The Industrial Revolution in Coventry (Oxford, 1960), p. 45.
In Bavaria, land was divided into the so-called ‘walzende Stiicke’, 1.e. plots which could

“be bought and sold, and plots which constituted the foundations of individual farms and
were excluded from the land market ; see G, Hanke, ‘Zur Sozialstruktur der landlichen
Siedlungen Altbayerns im 17. und 8. Jahrhundert’, Gesellschaft und Herrschaft.
Forschungen zu sozial- und landesgeschichilichen Problemen vornehmlich in Bayern. Eine Festgabe
Jur K. Bos! zum GO, Geburistag (Munchen, 1969), pp. 219-69, esp. 247-54.

29 Concerning the Pays de Caux see Berkner, ‘Family’ {see n. 27 above), pp. 240f.;
for Wigston Magna, which became a stocking-knitters’ village around the end of the
seventeenth century, see W. G. Hoskins, The Midland Peasant. The Economic and Social
History of o Leicestershire Village (London, 1957), pp. 62f. and 971,

30 Braun, /ndustrialisierung (see n. 12 above), pp. 31 - 3; Thirsk, 'Industries’ (see n. 10
above), p. 86; Thirsk, ‘Regions’ {n. 10}, pp. 6-12, where she contrasts the ‘highlands’
and ‘lowlands’ in England; Berkner, ‘Family’ (see n. 27 above), p. 291.

31 R. Gouwwald, Das aite Wiistewaltersdorf Ein Bettrag zur Geschichle des Fulengebirges
(Breslau, 19267, pp. 21, 28, 40f. and 43; R. Lauterbach, ‘Die Ansiedlung der Weber auf
den Dorfauen der Dirfer des Kreises Reichenbach’, Schlesische Geschichtsblatter {1932),
43-6; H. Jahn-Langen. Das bohmische Niederland. Bevolkerungs- und Sozialstruktur einer
Indusiriedorflandschaft, Forschungen zur deutschen Landeskunde, vol. 117 (Bad
Godesberg, 1961), p. 16; E. Wauer, Die Geschichie der Indusiriedorfer Eibau und Neuetbau.
Eine Studie tber die wirtschafiliche Bedewtung der sudlausitzer Industriedorfer [Dresden,
1913-15), vol. I, pp. 96f, 378—81, 396-8. vol. 2, pp. 429f and 463—3; A. Kunze,
‘“Vom Baverndorf zum Weberdorf. Zur sozialen und wirtschaftlichen Struktur der
Waldhufendarfer der siidlichen Oberlausitz im 16., 17. und 8. Jahrhundert’,
Gherlausitzer Forschungen. Beitrage zur Landesgeschichte, ed. M. Reuther {Leipzig, 1961},
pp. 165-92 and 350, esp. 180, 182f and 191.

32 F.-W. Henning, Dienste und Abgaben der Bauern im 18. Jahrhundert, Quellen und
Forschungen zur Agrargeschichte, vol. 21 {Swttgart, 1969), pp. 151-60.

33 Henning, Dienste (see n. 32 above), p. 173.

34 The following works should be mentioned: B, Zientara, *Z zagadnien spornych
1zw. “Wiornego poddanstwa” w Europie Srodkowej’ {Comments concerning the so-
called ‘second serfdom’ in central Europe), Przeglgd Historyezny, 47 (1956), 3—-47; 8. D.
Skazkin, ‘Problemes fondamentaux du “deuxiéme servage™ en Europe centrale et
orientale’, Le deuxieme servage en Europe centrale ¢t orientale, Recherches internationales a la
lumitre du marxisme 63—4 (Paris, 1970}, pp. 15-64; J. Blum, “The Rise of Serfdom in
Eastern Europe’, dmerican Historical Review, 62 {1956/57), B07-36; J. Blum, Lord and
Peasant in Russia. From the Ninth lo the Nineteenth Century {Princeton, N, J., 1961),
pp. 106-276; C. Goerke, Die Wiastungen in the Moskauwer Rus'. Studien zur Siedlungs-,
Bevilkerungs- und Sozialgeschickie, Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte des éstlichen
Europas, vol. 1 {Wiesbaden, 1968}, pp. 63ff., 96f. A model of the manorial economy in
Poland: W. Kula, Teoria ekonomicznag ustroju feudalnege (Warsaw, 1962), here somewhat
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the expanded French edition has been used : Théorie tconomigue du systeme feodal. Pour un
modele de I'économie polonaise aux 16°— 18" siecles, Civilisations et saciétés, vol. 15 {Paris etc.,
1970} ; from the broad discussion which this book stimulated : W. Rusinski, ‘Kilka uwag
o istocie ekonomiki feudalne] w XV-XVIII wieku’ (Some remarks on the essence of the
feudal economy in the fifteenth to eighteenth centuries), Roczriki deiejow spolecznych @
gospedarczych, 27 (1965), 9-31. W. Kula’s functional model has as its object the
export-oriented cereal monoculture of the east-central European manorial economy.

35 Kula, Théorie (see n. 34 above)}, pp. 30L, concerning by-occupations p. 53.

36 H. Harnisch, ‘Bevélkerung und Wirtschaft. Uber die Zusammenh'a'.ngc zwischen
sozialdkonomischer und demographischer Entwicklung im Spitfeudalismus’, 74,
Wirtseh. G. (1973), vol. 2, 57-87, esp. 73[.; G. Mackenroth, Bevolkerungsichre. Theone
Soziologie und Statistik der Beﬂﬁlkemng [Berlin etc,, 1953), pp. 422 ; here the term ‘peasant
population’ includes not only the full farmers but also the smallholders and ‘Giirtner’
who owed simple labour-services without a plough team to their lords. The number of
smallhoiders increased greatly since the manorial estates began at the end of the
sixteenth century to discontinue the hiring of permanent servants. This has been
demonstrated quantitatively by A. Wyczanski, Studio nad gospedarkg starestwa Korcgyn-
skiego 1500- 1660 {Studies of the economy of the Starosty Korczyn 1500-1660)
(Warsaw, 1964], pp. 127-34, 153f, 177- 84 and 217-21.

37 Kula, Thtorie {see n. 34 above), pp. 43-8, very succinctly on p. 48: ‘En Pologne,
aprés une mauvaise année, l'escargot [i.e. the peasant] ressortait prudemment de sa
coquille et tout rentrait dans I'ordre.’ Concerning the dissolution of this system in the
nineteenth century see W. Kula, Ksztafowanie sie kapitalizmu w Polsce (The development
of capitalism in Poland} {Warsaw, 1955}, pp. 30-53. But in many territories east of the
Elbe, this process began earlier, namely in the eighteenth century, when the estates that
were partly based on labour services { Teilbetriebe) made the transition to wage labour
{Eigenbetriebe}, of. e.g. H. Harnisch, Die Herrschaft Boitzenburg., Untersuchungen zur
Entwicklung der sozialokonomischen Struktur landlicher Gebiete in der Mark Brandenburg vom 14.
bis zum 19. Fakrhundert, Verdffentlichungen des Staatsarchivs Potsdam, vol. & {Weimar,
1968), pp. 162-96,

38 Kunze, ‘Bauerndorf’ (see n. 31 above), pp. 182—4, 166f. concerning the contrast-
ing developments in upper and lower Lusatia; Wauer, Geschichte (n. 31), vol. 1,
Pp- 372-81, vol. 2, pp. 429f. and 463-3, vol. 1, pp. 373-5 contains a list from 1707
about the advantages of the disselution of a manorial estate and the leasing out olirs Jand
in small plots for the village of Eibau; Jahn-Langen, Niederland (see n. 31 above), p. 16;
J. Ziekursch, Hundert jFahre schiesischer Agrargeschichte. Vom Humbertusburger Frieden bis zum
Abschiuss der Bauernbefreiung, 2nd ed. (Bresiau, 1927), pp. 132-8 and 305 with n, 3; 5t.
Michalkiewicz, in: Historia Sigska 2, 1 (n. 14}, p. 123; Michalkiewicz, Gospodarka
magnacka na Slgsku w drugiey polowie XVII wicku na proykladzie majgthu Ksigz (The
economy of the magnates in Silesia in the second half of the eighteenth century: the
example of the estate Ksigz} (Wroclaw ete. 1969}, pp. 10-12 (the linen industry only
spread in the south-eastern part of the Hochberg estates, p. 136, Here there was only one
manorial estate, but 22 villages) ; H. Madurowicz and A. Podraza, Regiony gospodacze
Malopolski zachodnief w drugiej polowie X VI wivku (The economic regions in western Little
Poland in the second half of the eighteenth century], Studia z historii spoleczno-
gospodarczej Malopolski, vol. 1 (Wrockaw etc., 1958}, pp. 184—97, esp. p. 184, table 74;
W. Urban, Poddani szlacheccy w wojewddztivie krakotwskim w drugies polowie XVIH wieku i ich
opir antyfeudalny (The noble subjects of the voivodeship Cracow in the second half of the
eighteenth century and their anti-feudal resistance), Studia z historii spoleczno-
gospodarcze) Malopolski, vol. 2 (Wroclaw, 1958}, pp. 14 and 38-50; A. Falinowska-
Gradowska, Swiadczenia poddamych na vzecz dworw w krolewszezyznach wojewédziwa
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krakowskiege w drugicf polowie XV wieky (The feudal obligations of the subjects on the
royal domains of the voivodeship Cracow in the second half of the eighteenth century},
Studia z historii spoleczno-gospodarczej Malopolski, vol. 7 (Wrodlaw, 1964), pp. 56—66,
98- 108, esp. p. 57, table 20 and pp. 98f, table 55/6; I. Rychlikowa, Klucz wielkoporebski
Wodzickich w drugief pofowie XVII wicku (The complex of estates Porgba Wielka of the
Wodzicki in the second hall of the eighteenth century), Studia z historii spoleczno-
gospodarcze] Malopolski, vol. 4 (Wrodaw etc,, 1960), pp. 25f. and 55~8. In Great
Poland, a dense rural industry only developed after serfdom had been abolished, see W,
Sobisiak, Wigjskie witkiennictwo w Wielkopolsce. Porbwnaweze  studium  historyezno-
etnograficzne (The rural textile industry in Great Poland. A comparative historical and
ethnographic study), Prace komisji etnograficznej vol. 1, 1 (Poznad, 1968), pp. 26-9. It
should also be emphasized that, once rural industry had established itself in a region, it
could prevent the development of manorial estates, or—if the latter existed
already — their possibilities were limited and finally stifled; cf. Heitz, Leinenpraduktion
(see n. 7 above), pp. 36f. and R. Wuttke, Gesindeordnungen und Gesindezwwangsdienst in
Sachsen bis zum Jahre 18335, Eine wirtschafliche Studie, Staats- und socialwissenschaftliche
Forschungen, vol. 12, 4 (Leipzig, 1893}, pp. 50f, 69, 129 and 159.

39 1. D. Koval'chenko, Russkoe kreposinoe krest jansivo v pervot potovine XX v. (Russian
peasant serfs in the first half of the nineteenth century} (Moscow, 1967), pp. 621 table 7
and pp. 60-7; this work has been parually translated without the table: ‘Zur
sozialtkonomischen Entwicklung des russischen Dorfes in der ersten Hilite des 19.
Jahrhunderts’, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft im varrevolutionaren Russtand, ed. D. Geyer, Neve
wissenschaltliche Bibliothek, vol. 71 (Cologne, 1975}, pp. 110-32, esp. 113-16;
M. Confino, Domaines et seigneurs en Russie vers la fin du XVIH® sidcle. Etudes de structures
agraires et de mentalites iconomigues, Collection historique de UInstitut d’Etudes slaves,
vol. 18 {Paris, 1963), pp. 168—254. According to V. 1. Semevskii, whose figures are less
reliable, 76.59%, of manorial peasants in the black-earth belt of central Russia performed
labour services in 1782, and 23.59% paid rent. In the non-black-earth region, 389
performed labour services and 629, paid rent (calculated according to Cenfino, p. 187,
table 1). The importance of mixed charges grew and is not expressed in these figures, but
see Confino, Domaines, pp. 196-201 and 232-51 and Confino, ‘Le systéme des
redevances mixtes dans les domaines privés ¢n Russie (XVIIT*-XIX"siécle]’, Annales
ES.C, 16 (19611, 1066--93, esp. 1082-93, also Koval'chenko, pp. 64—7 with table &
(German text: pp. 115{,, but without the table).

40 Confino, Domaines (see n. 38 above}, pp. 218 and 225-8.

41 H. Rosovsky, “The Serf Entrepreneur in Russia’, Explorations in Entrepreneurial
History, 6 [1933/54), pp. 207-33, esp. 209-11; concerning the greater dreedom of
choice’ of the ‘obrok’ peusants to make ‘decisions of a purely economic nature’, see
A. Kahan, '‘The Infringement of the Murket upon Serf-economy in Eastern Europe’,
Peasant Studies Newstetter, 3 (1574}, 7-13, esp. 8.

42 The older controversy about the grundherrlich character of the Silesian linen
industry (L. Brentano, C. Griinhagen, and W. Sombart) was taken up by H. Kisch,
“The Texule Indusiry in Silesia and the Rhineland: A Comparative Study in
Industrialization’, Fourn. Ecen. Hist., 19 (1959), 54164, esp. 543-7 {this essay also
appears in this book, pp. 178-200) and U. Lewald, ‘Die Entwicklung der Jandlichen
Textilindustrie im Rheinlund und in Schlesien. Ein Vergleich’, Jeitschrift fur
Ostforschung, 10 (1961), 601-30, esp. 604—17. In his controversy with Ziekursch,
Agrargeschichte (see n. 37 above), pp. 104—13, Lewald asserts that a considerable part of
the weaving population were not serfs, which is true: in the south-eastern part of the
Hochberg estates, where the linen industry was concentrated, about 37.5%; of the
Hiiusler and 39.9%, of the Girtner were no longer serfs as early as 1745. This was
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calculated according to Michalkiewicz, Gespodarka (see n. 37 above), pp. 43-6, 1951
and also p. 44f. Bur this did not undermine the system of serfdom altogether. The
Weberzins cannot be regarded as a charge for protection, as is done by Griinhagen ; ¢f. the
succinct remark by L. Brentano, ‘Uber den Einfluss der Grundherrlichkeit und
Friedrichs des Grossen auf das schlesische Leinen-Gewerbe. Eine Antwort auf meine
Kollegen Grinhagen und Sombart in Breslaw’, ZJeitschrift fur Social- und
Wirtschaflsgeschichte, 2 {1894), 295—379, esp. 323; concerning the origin of the Weberzins
of. H. Aubin, ‘Die Anfange der grossen schlesischen Leineweberei und -handiung’,
VSWG, 35 (1942), 105-78, esp. 165—-74; concerning the commercial policies which form
the background to the commutation of labour services in weaving to the Weberzing, sce
E. Zimmermann, ‘Der schlesische Garn- und Leinenhandel mit Holland im 16. und 17.
Jabrhunderl', Economisch-historisch Jagrbock, 26 (1936), 193-254, esp. 204-29.
Important as a surmmary of our siate of knowledge is W. Rusinski, “Tkactwo Iniane na
Slasku do 1850 roku’ {Linen-weaving in Silesia down to 1830}, Przeglgd Zachodni, 5, 2
(1949), 369419, 639-66, esp. 376f., 383-7 and 397-400; also B. Kan, Dza vesstaniya
silezskich thachei 1793— 1844 (Moscow, ete., 1948), here according to the Czech
wranslation under the dtle: Deé povsiani slezskich thalci 1793- 1844 (Two revolis of the
Silesian weavers 1 793—1844), Socialisticka véda, vol. 23 (Prague, 1952), pp. 42-8. For
Upper Lusatia see G. Aubin and A. Kunze, Leinenerzeugung und Leinenabsalz im ostlichen
Mitteleurapa zur Leit der Junfikaufe. Ein Beitrag zur industriel{en Kolonisation des deutschen
Osiens (Stutigart, 1940), pp. 15-17,; Kunze, ‘Baverndorl” {see n. 31 above), p. 175;
Wauer, Geschichie (n. 31), val. 2, pp. 533f,, 697, 701-3, 712-15 and 8&01-3; Kunze,
Littaus Weg in die Welt (Zivtau, 19533}, pp. 47-60; for Bohemia see A. Kunze, Die
nordbohmisch-sachsische  Leinwand  und  der  Nirnberger Grosshandel.  Mil  besonderer
Beriicksichtigung des Friedland-Reichenberger Gebietes, Forschungen zur sudetendeutschen
Heimatgeschichte, vol. 1 (Reichenberg, 1926), pp. 44—8; A. Klima, Manuyfakiurni obdpbi
o Cechach (The period of manufactures in Bohemia} (Prague, 1935), pp. 131-3;
A. Klima, ‘Role’ (see n. 10 above), pp. 31-3. In Moravia, the feudal lords possessed the
right of preemption for the yarn spun by their subjects until far into the eighteenth
century. By selling the better varn to Silesia, they hindered the development of the
Moravian linen industry, cf. F. Mainus, Plafenictoi na Moravé a ve Stezsku v XVifa XVII
stoleti {The linen trade in Moravia and Silesia in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries) {Ostrava, 1959), pp. 28—42: also, with new details, M. Dohnal, ‘Rozwoj
handlu przedza lniana w okrggach plécienniczych $laskim i pélnocnomorawskim w
XVI-XVII w., (The development of the trade with linen yarn in the Silesian and
north Moravian linen regions in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries), Slgski Kwartalnik
Historyczny Sebbtka, 27 (1972), 531-44, esp. 53742,

43 For Poland of. Inglot, ed., Hisoria (see n. 14 abovel, pp. 302f. and 371f;
concerning labour services in spinning, see E, Trzyna, Poleienie ludnisci wieiskie w
kridewszegyznach wayewodziwa krakowskiego w XVII wieku (The condition of the rural
populadon of the royal domains of the voivodeship Cracow in the seventeenth century),
Prace Wroclawskiego Towarzystwa Naukowego A, vol. 92 (Wroclaw, 1963), pp. 2511,
Urban, Poddani (see n. 37 above), pp. 43f; Falinowska-Gradowska, Swiadczenia
{n. 37}, pp. 1614, and this is supplemented by a significant detail in W. Kula, Szkice o
mantfakiurach w Polsce XVII wieku {notes on the manufactures in Poland in the
eighteenth century;, Badania nad dziejami przemyslu i klasy robotniczej w Polsce, vol. 1
(Warsaw, 1956}, pp. 710L.; concerning the struggle over the labour services in weaving
in Gorlice 1784—6, see Madurowicz and Podraza, Regiony {see n. 37 ubove), p. 210; here
is an example of linen production on a largely feudal basis in Rychlikowa, Ktucz (n. 37},
pp- 160-6, according to table 92 on page 37, the following percentage of the feudal
income were derived from the trade, with linea cloth: 6.3%, in 1755-6, 3.29, in 1782-5,
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194in 17857, and 0%, in 1 787-9; cf. also F. Kortula, ‘F.ancucki oérodek tkacki w XVII
i XVIII wieku’ (The weaving centre of Lancut in the seventeenth and eightecnth
centuries), Kwarlalmk historii hultury materialng, 2 (1954), 664-75, esp. 671f. and W, A,
Serczyk, Gaspodarstws magnackie w wefewodztwie podolskim w drugiej polowie XVIII wicku
{The economy of the magnates in the voivodeship Podole in the second half of the
eighteenth century), Prace komisji nauk historyeznych, vol. 13 (Wroctaw ¢tc., 1965,
pp. 123f.; for Russia ¢f. Blum, Lord (see n. 34 above], pp. 289—92. In Andrychéw, the
feudal lord withdrew from yarn and linen cloth production as early as the first half of the
eighteenth century; the yarn and cloth rents were converted into a money rent, labour
services largely abolished, and the peasant-merchants could build up a huge trading
network involving large parts of Europe, without having to fear much interference from
the estate-owners; see Kulczykowski, Orode (see n. 8 above), pp. 145, 74-8, 176-82;
for Ivanove cf. R. Portal. ‘Aux origines d’une bourgeoisic industrielle en Russie’,
Revue & histoire moderne el contemporaing, 8 [1961), 35-60, csp. 44—53; V. K. Jacunskii,
‘Formation en Russie de la grande industrie textile sur la base de la produetion rurale’,
Deuxitme conference, 2 (see n. 6 above), pp. 365-76, esp. 366—73. In east-central and
eastern Europe, the desire of estate owners to be autarchic often promoted the village
crafts, cf. Kula, Théorie (see n. 34 above], pp. 106—10; Inglot, ed., Historia {see n. 14
above), pp. 302f. and 370f.; H. Samsonowicz, Rzemipsla wigjskie w Polsce XIV-XVI .
{The village crafts in Poland in the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries), Badania z
dziejow rzemiosla i handlu w epoce feudalizmu, vol. 2 (Warsaw, 1954), pp. 106—63 and
175€.; Schremmer made similar observations for the south-east German Grundherrsehaft;
E. Schremmer, ‘Agrarverfassung und  Wirtschafistruktur. Die  sildostdeutsche
Hofmark - Eine Wirtschaftsherrschaft? . Agrarg. Agrarsoziol., 20 (1872}, 42-63,

44 B. Moore, Social Origing of Dictatorsiup and Democracy. Lord and Peasant in the Making
of the Modern World [London, 1967), pp. 4—13; still unsurpassed Tawney, Problem (scc
n. 15 above), pp. 184 ; L. Stone, The Causes of the English Revolution, 1529-1642
{London, 1972}, pp. 67-76.

45 Spufford, Communities (see n. 13 above), pp. 45-167; H. J. Habakkuk, ‘La
disparition du paysan anglais’, Anrnales E. §. €., 20 (1965), 649-63; this is modified by
F. M. L. Thompson. ‘“The Social Distribution of Landed Property in England since the
Sixteenth Century’, Econ. fist. Rer., 2nd ser., 19 (1966), 505-17; Hoskins, Midland
FPeasant (see n. 29 above), pp. 247-76; Ch, Tilly, ‘Food Supply and the Public Order in
Modern Europe’, The Formation of National States in Western Eyrope, ed. Ch. Tilly
{Princeton, N. J., 1975}, pp. 380-455, esp. 402-4; like Hoskins, Tilly questions the
assumption of social harmony which underlies the view of the enclosure movement put
forth by J. D. Chambers and E. G. Mingay. In general: Everiut, ‘Labourers’ (see n. 14
above), pp. 425-9 and 462-5.

4§ See the literature listed under n. 13 above. The so-called Junftkaufe, i.¢. collective
sales-contracts with the guilds of a town, constituted an intermediate stage. These
existed between south German merchant capitaiists and the guilds of the east-central
German towns in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries; cf. Aubin and Kunze,
Letnenerzengung (see n. 41 above). It should be mentioned that evidence [ur a movement
from the cities to the countryside has not been found for all industries in all regions. On
occasion, an industry clearly originated in the countryside. A fairly recent example is the
clock-making industry of the Black Forest, but it also applies to the rural textile industry
in Flanders which was apparently tied to the manorial economy. 51ill, the conditions for
its subsequent expansion were created by the urban economy and merchant capital. Cf.
R. van Uyten, ‘Die lindliche Industrie wahrend des Spatmittelalters in den sudlichen
Niederlanden’, Nebengewerbe, ed. Kellenbenz {see n. 20 above), pp. 57-77, esp. 631,
67-9 and 72. .
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47 D. Sella, ‘European Industries, 1500-1700°, The Fontana Econemic History of
Eurape, vol. 2: The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, ed, C. M. Gipolla (London, 1974),
pp. 354—426, esp. 360-5.

48 H. Myint, 'The *“Classical Theory” of International Trade and the
Underdeveloped Countries’, Economic Theory and the Underdeveloped Countries, ed.
H. Myint (New York etc., 1971}, pp. 118—46, esp. 120 and 124—8 and in addition R. E.
Caves, "“Vent for Surplus™ Models of Trade and Growth’, Trade, Growth, and the Balance
of Papments. Essays i Honor of G. Haberler (Chicago etc., 1965}, pp. 95— 115. Caves shows
that the ‘staple’ theory and the ‘unlimited-supplies-of-labour’ theory can be understood
as versions of the *vent-for-surplus’ theory. Concerning the application of this theory to
proto-industrialization, see H. Kisch, “The Development of the Domestic Manufacture
in the Lower Rhine Textile Trades Prior to the Industrial Revolution. Introductory
Comments’ {Unpubl., 1974}, pp. 341.; also H. van der Wee and Th. Peters, ‘Un modéle
dynamique de croissance interséculaire du commerce mondial (XI1°-XVIII®siécles)’,
Annales E.5.C., 25 (1970}, 10026, esp. 123f. The theory of comparative costs cannot be
applied since it presupposes the complete utilization of all available resources.

49 Kisch, “Textile Industries’ {see n. 41 above), p. 544 {below, p. 180}; A. Kunze,
‘Die Oberlausitzer Leinenausfubr nach England, Holland und Spanien im 17. und zu
Beginn des 18. Jahrhunderts’, Jittauer Geschichisblater, 7 {1930), 3—6; Klima, Obdobi (see
n. 41 above}, pp. 143-53.

50 D. C. Coleman, *‘An [nnovation and its Dittusion: The “New Draperies™’, Econ.
Hist. Rev., Ind ser., 22 (1969), 417-29, esp. 421 -5,

51 Cf. the systemaric survey in R. Ennen, Junfte und Wetthewerd. Muoglichkeiten und
Grenzen zinftierischer Wetthewerbsbeschrankungen im stddtischen Handwerk und Gewerbe des
Spatmittelalters, Neue Wirtschafisgeschichte, vol. 3 (Cologne etc. 1971} and Schremmer,
Wirtschaft (see n. 7 above), pp. 33-4.

52 Cf. e.g. for Aachen, H. Kisch, ‘Das Erbe des Mirttelalters, ein Hemmnis
wirtschaftlicher Entwicklung: Aachens Tuchgewerbe vor 1790°, Rheinische Vierteljahrs-
blatter, 30 (1965), 253308, esp. 26470 and 2954 ; for Cologne, see H. Kisch, Prussian
Mercantilism and the Rise of the Krefeld Sitk Industry : Variations upon an Eighteenth-Century
Theme, Transaction of the American Philosophical Society n.s. 58, 7 (Philadelphia,
1968), p. 26; . Croon, ‘Zunftzwang und Industrie im Kreise Reichenbach’, {s. des
Vereins fur Geschichte Schlesiens, 43 {1909), 98- 130, and this is supplemented by T. Bieda,
‘Z rycia cechu placiennikow w Dzierzoniowie wlatach 17421800 (Concerning the life
of the linen weavers’ guild in Reichenbach 1742—1800). Uniwersytet Wrogkawski im. Boles-
dowa Bieruta. Zeszyty Naukowe A 30 = Historia 5 (1961), 33-80 (I am grateful o
Professor M. Wolanski, Wroclaw, for pointing this article out to me}; for England, see
J. D. Chambers, ‘The Rural Domestic Industries during the Period of Transition to the
Factory System with Special Reference to the Midland Counties of England’, Deuxieme
conference, 2 (see n. 6 above), 429-55, esp. 431 and Wadsworth and Mann, Cottor Trade
(see n. 7 above), pp. 34—70; in general M. Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capitalism,
2nd ed. (London, 1963}, pp. 151-76. Often the competition of a rural industry brought
about the decline of that urban industry, not only on the regional, but also on an
international level; examples are the Italian and Spanish cloth industry which did not
stand up to the competition of the ‘new draperies’ from England. Cf. C. M. Cipolla,
‘The Economic Decline of Lialy’, The Economic Decline of Empires, ed. C. M. Cipolla
(London, 1970), pp. 196214 and R. Davis, English Overseas Trade, 1500-1700
{London, 1973], pp. 21f. The decline of Leiden, the largest industrial centre in Europe
in the seventeenth century, can be explained in the same way : at first the Leiden ‘nieuwe
draperie’ were pushed aside by English competition in the seventeenth century, and the
‘oude Leidsche draperie” which replaced it and prospered in the seventeenth century
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succumbed to the competition of the rural cloth industry situated on the Vesdre river in
the eighteenth century; of. Ch. Wilson, 'Cloth Production and International
Competition in the Seventeenth Century’, in Ch. Wilson, Economic Histary und the
Historian. Collected Essqys (London, 1969), pp. 94-113, esp. 102-13 and N.-W.
Posthumus, ‘De industrieele concurrentie tusschen Noord- en Zuid-Nederlandsche
nijverheidscentra in de XVII® en XVIII® eeuw’, Mélanges & histoire offerts 3 H. Pirenne
(Brussels, 1926], pp. 369-78, esp. 376-8.

53 P. Deyon, Amiens, capitale provinciale. Etude sur la société urbaine au 17%siecle,
Civilisations et sociétés, vol. 2 (Paris, 1967), pp. 214f. Concerning the functional
relationship of the development of urban and rural textile trades, see especially
P. Deyon, *La concurrence internationale des manufactures lainigres aux XVI® et
XVIIsiecles’, dnnales E. 5. C., 27 (1972), 20-32.

54 H. Aubin, ‘Die Stiickwerker von Nirnberg bis ins 17, Jahrhundert’, Beitrage zur
Wirtschafts- und Stadigeschichte. Festschrift fur H. Ammann (Wiesbaden, 1963, pp. 333-52.

55 Skalweit, Dorfhandwerk (see n. 4 above), pp. 13—15 and ]. A. van Houtte, ‘Stadt
und Land in der Geschichte des flandrischen Gewerbes im Spatmittelalter und in der
Neuzeit’, Wirtschaftliche und soziale Probleme der gewerblichen Entwicklung im 15.~ 16, und 19,
Jakriundert, ed. F. Liitge, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, vol. 10
(Stutrgart, 1968), pp. 91-101, esp. 97f.

56 See also below, p. 50. There are many examples that prove that the returns on
labour were lower in the countryside than in the cities; here only Deyon, dmiens (see
n. 53 above), pp. 209, (in 1698, accordingly to Deyon, they were apparently by 50 to
73%, lower).

57 E.]. Hobsbawm, ‘The Crisis of the Seventeenth Century’, Crisis, ed. Aston {see
n. 26 above), pp. 558, esp. 38. The expansion of the rural, and crisis of the urban textile
industry in the seventeenth century, which can be especially observed in France, must be
seen in this context; cf. P. Goubert, Beguvais et le Beauvaisis de 1600 a 1730, Contribution a
Phistoire sociale de la France du XVII sizcle, Démographie et sociétés, vol. 3 (Paris, 1960),
pp- 127- 32 and 385-97 and Deyon, Amiens (see n. 32 above), pp. 205~ 15. For the late
Middle Ages, see M. Malowist, Studia z dziejore rzemioskz w okresie kryzysu fendalizmu w
zachodniej Eurapie w XIV i XV wicku (Studies in the history of handicrafts during the
period of the crisis of feudalism in western Europe in the [ourteenth and fifteenth
centuries) [(Warsaw, 1954), pp. 112-16, 203-6, 274-8 and 450-5 and Nell,
‘Relationships’ {see n. 13 above), p. 343.

58 J. Topolski, ‘La régression économique en Pologne du XVI® au XVIII® sigcle’,
Acta Polontae Historica, 7 (1962), 28—49; M, Kulczykowski, ‘En Pologne au XVIII®
siécle: Industrie paysanne et formation du marché naticnal’, Arnafes E.8.C., 24 (1969),
61-9, esp. 66—8 and Kulczykowski, Oiredek (see n. 8 above), p. 222. For surveys of the
rural industries in Little Poland ¢f. Madurowice and Podraza, Regiony (see n. 38 above),
pp- 94—124 and M. Kulczykowski, Krakdw jako osradek towarowy Mafopolski zachodnief w
drugicf polorwie XV 1 wieku {Gracow as the commercial centre of the western part of Little
Poland in the second hall of the eighteenth century), Studia z historii spoleczno-
gospodarcze] Malopolski, vol. 6 {Warsaw, 1963}, pp. 89-99, 108-16 and 140-3.

59 A short survey in Jacunskii, ‘Formation’ (n. 42}; cf. also M. Tugan-Baranovskii,
Creschichte der russischen Fabrik, Sozialgeschichtliche Forschungen 36 (Berlin, 1900],
Pp- 43-62.

60 E. Carus-Wilson, ‘The Woolen Industry’, The Cambridge Economic History of Europe,
vol. 2 (Cambridge, 1952, pp. 355—428, esp. 411-28; E. Carus-Wilson, ‘An Industrial
Revolution of the Thirteenth Century’, Medieval Merchant Ventures. Collected Studies, ed.
E. Carus-Wilson (London, 1954}, pp. 182-210 and in addition E. Miller, “The
Fortunes of the English Textile Industry during the Thirteenth Century’, Econ. Hist.
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Rep., 2nd ser., 18 (1965), 64-82, concerning the role of the woollen-mill which has been
too strongly emphasized by Carus-Wilson in her discussion of the cloth production’s move
to the countryside; E. Carus-Wilson, “Evidences of Industrial Growth on some Fifteenth-
Century Manors', Ecn. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., 12 (1959/60}, 191-205 {Stoudwater and
Castle Combe); E. Coornaert, Un centre indusiriel d’auwtrefois. La draperie-sayelteric
& Hondschoole ( XVI*~XVII® siteles) (Paris, 1930), pp. 1-21; Coornaert, ‘Draperies
rurales, draperies urbaines. L’évolution de l'industrie flamande au moyen age et au
XVI° siécle’, Revue belge de philologie et dhistoire, 28 (1950), 59-96, esp. 79-90; van
Houtte, ‘Stadt’ (see n.54 above], pp.90-101; van Uytven (see n, 45 above),
pp. 63-76; H. van der Wee, ‘Structural Ghanges and Specialization in the Industry of
the Southern Netherlands, 1100-1600°, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., 28 (1975], 203-21,
esp. 211-15; E. Sabbe, De beigische vlasnijverheid 1. De cuidnederlandsche vlasnijverheid tot ket
verdrag van Ulrecht (1713}, Rijksuniversiteit te Gent. Werken uitgegeven door de
Faculteit van de wijshegeerte en letteren, vol. 95 {Brugge, 1943}, pp. 140-62; for south
Germany see B. Kirchgassner, ‘Der Verlag im Spannungsfeld von Stadt und Umland’,
Stadi und Umland, eds. E. Maschke and J. Sydow, Verdffentlichungen der Kommission
fiir geschichtliche Landeskunde in Baden-Wiirttemberg, vol. 82 (Stutcgart, 1974}, pp.
72-128, esp. 85-97 and H. Ammann, ‘Die Anfinge der Leinenindustrie des
Bodenseegebietes’, Alemannisches Jahrbuch (1953), 251-313, esp. 254—7. Concerning the
development of rural industries in the area of Niirnberg and Cologne cf. H. Amman,
‘Die wirtschaftliche Stellung der Reichsstadt Niirnberg im Spétmittelalter,” Nirnberger
Forschungen, vol. 13 {Nuremberg, 1970], pp. 194-226 and H. Kisch, ‘From Monopaly to
Laissez-faire: The Early Growth of the Wupper Valley Textile Trades’, Fournal of
European Economic History, | (1972), 298402, esp. 298-306 and F. Petri, ‘Das bergische
Land in der alteren deutschen Siedlungs- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte’, Rheinische
Vierteljahrsblitier, 20 {1955), 61-79, esp. 71-5. Especially in England, where the woollen
incustry ‘possessed a rural character’ (Carus-Wilson, ‘Evidences’, p. 190} at the end of
the Middle Ages, and in the southern Netherlands, it is very difficult to distinguish this
early phase from the later development, since adequate quantitative data are missing. It
seemns that the criteria which will be mentioned below applied to individual villages,
though not to entire regions as early as the late Middle Ages (but only the latter case can
be called proto-industrialization) ; ¢f. Carus-Wilsen, ‘Evidences’, pp. 197-205 and van
Uyten (see n. 45 above), p. 67. In Hondschoote, the decisive change came at the
beginning of the sixteenth century [Coornaert, Centre, pp. 335-8).

61 The following authors are in approximate agreement about the timing of this new
phase: Jones, ‘Origini’ (see n. 10 above), Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization’ (see n. %
above), pp. 2471., and Hobsbawm, "Crisis’ (see n. 56 above), p. 38; for the northern
Netherlands, France, Spain, Ltaly, Poland, and Russia cf. Z. -W. Sneller, ‘La naissance
de I'industrie rurale dans les Pays-Bas aux XVII® et XVIII®siécles’, dnnales £.5.C., 23
(1968}, 759-87, esp. 782; ]. Gentil da Silva, En Espagne. Diveloppement économigue,
subsistence, declin (Paris, 1965), pp. 27-31 and 125f, and P, Vilar, La Catalogne dens
PEspagne moderne. Recherches sur les fondements economiques des structures nationales {Paris,
1962), vol. 1, pp. 594—8; Cipolla, ‘Decline’ {see n. 51 above], pp. 201f. and G. Luzzato,
Storig economica delleta moderna ef contemporanea, vol. 2, 3rd ed. (Padua, 1955), p. 1535; for
the Mediterranean countiies in general, see F. Braudel, Lo AMediterranie et le monde
mediterransen i époque de Philippe 1T, vols. | and 2, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1966), vol. 1, pp. 3911.;
Kulczykowski, ‘Pologne’ (see n. 38 above), pp. 61-9 and L. L. Murav'eva, Derevenskaya
promyshiennost’ central'noi Rossit vioroi polowiny XVIIv. (The rural industry of central Russia
in the second half of the seventeenth century) (Moscow, 1971) and in addition
B. Widera, ‘Die lindliche Kleinindustrie in Russland im 17. Jahrhundert. Ein Beitrag
zur Genesis des Kapitalismus in Russland’, 8. Wirtsch. G. (1972), pt. 4, 223-30. For
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England and the southern Netherlands of. the qualifying remarks under n. 59. In the
literature about the crisis of the seventeenth century {W. Abel, P. Chaunu, A. Maczak,
R. Romano, J. Topolski, A. Wyczanski}, the emergence of rural industries was linked to
that crisis only occasionally, namely by E. J. Hobsbawm and B. H. Slicher van Bath in
paracular.

62 Hobsbawm, ‘Crisis’ {see n. 36 above}, pp. 50-3.

63 This regional connection was for the first time systematically explored by jomes,
‘Origini® (see n. 10 above); also Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization’ (see n. 9 above),
pp- 2481.; individual examples are Jomes (n. i03); R. Blanchard, La Flandre. Etude
geagraphique de la plaine famande en France, Belgigue et Hollande {Lille, 15808), pp. 117-21
and 294—408; F. F. Mendels, Industrialization and Population Pressure in Eighteenth Century
Fianders (Ph.D. Diss., University of Wisconsin, 19700 and F. F. Mendels ‘Agriculiure
and Peasant Industry in Eighteenth Century Flanders’, European Peasants and their
Markets. Essqys in Agrarian Economic History, eds. W. N. Parker and E. L. Jones
(Princeton, N. J., 1975}, pp. 1 79—204 (this article is reprinted in this book, pp. 161-77);
J. Petran, 'A propos de la formation des régions de la production spécialisée en Furope
centrale’, Deuxiéme conference, 2 (see n. 6 above), pp. 217-22 and Koval'chenko,
Krest'janstoo (see n. 38 above), pp. 67-73 (in the German translation: pp. 116-20).

64 See above, pp. 14-191.

65 Jones, ‘Origini’ (see n. 10 above}, pp. 568-75.

66 Cf. K. Biicher, 'Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft’, in K. Biicher, Die Entstehung
der Volkswirtschaft. Vorirdge und Aufsitze, vol. 1, 14th ed. (Tibingen, 1919), pp. 83-160,
esp. 115 and 153 and Schremmer, *Standortausweitung’ (see n. § above), p. 15.

67 See below, Ch.3, §I, 2a and 3c.; Mendels, ‘Proto-industrializadion’ (see n. 9
above), p. 248 sees in the formation of specifically agrarian and specifically industrial
regions a ‘gquasi-empirical definition of proto-industrialization’, Tweo ohjections can be
raised against this definition: (1) This criterion does not apply to those proto-industrial
regions where agriculture was carried out on a commercial basis. {2} Despite a number
of qualifications, the separate but complementary development of agrarian and
industrial regions —though it constituted a basic precondition of proto-
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Notes to Chapter 2

1 Discussion of peasant production, reproduction and life-styles, and of how these
relate to household and family in peasant ‘part-societies’ (A. L. Kroeber) in their
relationships of dependence with government, economy and society at large has
received fresh impetus from the research of anthropologists, agrarian sociologists, and
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ed. B. Siegel (Stanford, Calif., 1962), pp. 1-41; G. Dalton, ed., Tribal and Peasant
Economies. Readings in Economic Anthropology (Garden Gity, 1967); G. Dalton, ‘Peasantries
in Anthropology and History’, Current Anrthropelogy, 13 (1972), 385-407; J. M. Potter,
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Beispiel des samlandischen Bauernaufstandes von 1525°, Der Deutsche Bauernkrieg, ed.
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7 J. Goody, ‘Strategies ol Heirship’, Comparative Studies in Society and Hiséory, 15 (1973),
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9 See pp. 184, 96f.
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13 CF. the general perspectives discussed in connection with the present developments
in the peripheral societies of Africa in the important wark Cl. Meillassoux, Femmes,
grenders et capitaux (Paris, 1975], pp. 76., 146, esp. 139f, 209f. (English Translation
Maidens, Meal and Money (Cambridge, 19815, pp. xiii,, 3ij., 91jj., 138jj.3

14 The determinants which underlie the familial mode of production as analysed on
the following pages are based on A. V. Chayanov, On the Theory of the Peasant Economy, ed.
by D. Thorner, B. Kerblay and R. E. F. Smith (Homewood, I11., 1966), pp. 29-269.
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Chayanov, ‘Peasant Farm Organization; in: A. V. Chayanov, On the Theory of the
Peasant Economy, ed. D, Thorner, B. Kerblay and R. E. F. Smith, pp. 29-269, esp. 1104.).
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Chayanov’s approach, of. the literature under n. 20 below.

15 K. Marx, Pre-capitalist Econemic Formalions, transl, by J. Cohen {London, 1964,
p- 79.

16 Cf the interesting reconstruction in W. Peuckert, Volkskunde des Profetariats, vol. 1,
Aufgang der proletarischen Kultur, Schriften des volkskundlichen Seminars der
Pidagogischen Akademie Breslauns, vol. 1 (Frankfurt, 1931), rpt. in Peuckert and E.
Fuchs, Die schiesischen Weber, vols. 1 and 2 (Darmstadt, 1971), here the 1931 ed., esp. pp.
24f : ‘The Weaver is a Peasant” (Der Weber ist ein Bauer}. In his case study of the
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wage-labour’ [Chayanov), the capiialist calculation of profitability is irrelevan;
Chayanov, Theory, pp. 86/ ; Chavanov, ‘Non-capitalist Systems’ (see n. 14 above), pp.
1. This fact must be taken into consideration if one wants to determine the functional
role which the family economy plaved within the relations of production of an entire
society; see below pp. 42f.

18 Cf. W. Seccombe, “The Housewife and her Labour under Capitalism’, New Left
Review, 83 (1974}, 3-24, esp. 4ff.; Meillassoux, Femmes, greniers ef capitaux (see n. 13
above), pp. 8f., 144., 139f., 150ff., Eng. Tr. pp. xiff., 3ff.,, 91ff.,, 99fF.

19 See above, pp. 12, 94ff.

20 In general cf. Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), pp. 70-89; Chayanaov, ‘Non-
capitalist Systems’ {n. 14], pp. 1-28; concerning Chayanov’s approach see D. Thorner,
‘Chayanov’s Concept of Peasant Economy’, in Chayanov, Theory (n. 14), pp. xi—xxi;
for a bibliography see B. Kerblay, ‘A. V. Chayanov: Life, Career, Works’, in Chayanov,
Theory (n. 14), pp. xxv—Ilxxv; an interesting aspect of Chayanov's approach is
illuminated by J. R. Millar, ‘A Reformulation of A. V. Chayanov's Theory of the
Peasant Economy’, Erenomic Development and Cultural Change, 18 (1969}, 219-29,
although this article does not really provide a ‘reformulation’ of Chayanov's theory;
Chayanov’s model has been empirically applied and partially reformulated by
T. G. Kessinger, ‘The Peasant Farm in North India, 1848-1968", Explorations in
Economic History, 12, No. 3 (1975), 303-31; for a critical examination of Chayanov's
categories and statistical results see M. Harrison, ‘Chayanov and the Economics of the
Russian Peasantry’, Journal of Peasant Studies, 2 {1975}, 389-417; Chayanov's central
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categories are confirmed for a case analysed by J. H. Boeke, Econemics and Economic Palicy
of Dual Societies as Exemplified by Indonesia (Haarlem, 1853}, pp. 39-49; Chayanov’s
approach and his perspective of the family economy have been accepted in an early
essay by A, Gerschenkron, °‘A. Cajanovs Thearie des landwirtschaftlichen
Genossenschafiswesens’, Vierteljahresschrift fur Genossenschafiswesen, 8 (1930-1), 151-66,
238—45; the first German historian who, as far as T know, pointed out the pioneering
character of Chayanov’s works was O. Brunner, but he did not make intensive use of
Chavanov’s concept: O. Brunner, Adeliges Landleben und Ewropaischer Geist. Leben und Werk
Wolf Helmbards von Hohberg 1612— 1688 (Salzburg, 1949, p. 359; Brunner, ‘Das “ganze
Haus"’ (see n. 2 above), p. 107; O, Brunner, ], J. Bechers Entwurf einer Oeconimia
ruralis et domestica’, Sitzungsberichte der Phil. Hist. Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, vol. 226, 3 {Vienna, 1949), 85-91. esp. 85; M. M. Postan’s works appear
to be influenced by Chayanov as well; see M. M. Postan and J. Titow, ‘Herriots and
Prices on Winchester Manors’ {1939), now in M. M. Postan, Essaps on Medieval
Agriculture and General Problems of the Medieval Economy (Cambridge, 1973), p. 174, n. 35;
but this is the only time that Chayanov is mentioned in Postan’s works, and in this
instance, Postan misundersiood the German text of Chayanov's essay; this is overlooked
in the cautious remarks about the usefulness of Chayanav's approach in R. H. Hilton,
The English Peasantry in the later Middle Ages (Oxford, 1975}, pp. 6f,, esp. 6.

21 Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above).

22 Concerning the structural and functional foundations of the unity of ‘income’ and
‘property and stock’ in the *domestic’ and ‘family economy’, see Bucher, Entstehung der
Volkswirtschaft, vol. 1 (see n. 11 above) pp. 41f., 79; also Bucher, “Verbrauchl’, in Die
Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft, vol. 2 {Tiibingen, 1918}, pp. 250ff.

23 Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), pp. 98f., 102; cf. also the interesting review of
this book by Colin Clark in Soviet Studies, 19 (1967—-8), pp. 292f.

24 Chayanov as paraphrased by Millar, ‘A Reformulation’ (see n. 20 above], p. 220,

23 M. Sahlins, Stone Age Economics (Chicago, 1972}, p. 84.

26 The surplus concept which is used here is described in C. Keyder, ‘Surplus’,
Fournal of Peasant Studies, 2 (1975), pp. 221-4.

27 Sahlins, Stone Age Economics (see n. 2D above), pp. 74--99, here 82-6; cf. K.
Polanyi, The Great Transformation. The Political and Economic Origin of Our Time {Boston,
Mass., 1957}, pp. 53ff

28 Cf. the discussion about modern housework which, admittedly, deals with a
different historical context, but is useful here because housework can be considered as a
residual element of the family mode of production: Seccombe, ‘Housewite and her
Labour’ (see n. 18 above}, pp. 3—24, esp. 8f; J. Gardiner, “Women’s Domestic
Labour’, New Left Review, B9 (1975}, 47-58, esp. 53 ; M. Coulson, Br. Magad, H,
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Femmes, greniers et capitaux (see n. 13 above), pp. 139, {Eng. Tr., pp. 91£f.}.

29 Sahling, Stone Age Economics {see n. 25 above}, p. 82.

30 Chavanov, Theory (see n. 14 abave), pp. 77-85; cof. Thorner, *Chayanov’s
Concept’ (see n, 20 above), pp. xv—xviii.

31 Thorner, ‘Chayanov's Concept’ (see n. 20 above), pp. xv—xviii.
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33 Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), pp. 77-81, esp. 80f,

34 Sahlins, Stone Age Economies (see n. 25 above], pp. 87-92: *Chayanov’s Rule’,

35 Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), pp. 195223, 251-5.

36 Chayanov, Theory (sce n. [4 above), Ch. 2: “Measure of Selt-exploitation of the
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pp. 70-89.

37 See the literature under n. 27, but esp. Meillassoux, Femmes, grenier ef capriaux (see
n. 13 above}, pp. 1394, 150ff, (Eng. Tr. pp. 81ff and 994}, and below pp. 50f.

38 Chavyanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), p. 88f.

39 Chayanov, Theory (see n. 14 above), pp. 79-80, 83 -4
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(see n, 20 above}, pp. xxxff. and, from a critical point of view: Harrison, ‘Chayanov’ (n.
20), pp. 396ff.
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42 Karl Marx, Capital, vol. 3, (London and Moscow, 1971) Ch. 47, sect. 3, p. 795.

43 H. Ricpenhausen, Die Entwickiung der bauerlichen Kulturlandschafl in Ravensberg (Diss.
mat. nat., Géttingen, 1936) (MGnster, 1938), p. 107,

44 Cf. the theoretical model in S. Hymer and St. Resnick, ‘A Model of an Agrarian
Economy with Non-agricultural Activities’, dmerican Economic Rewier, 39 (1969},
493—506; this model has been made concrete by J. de Vries, 'Labour|Leisure Tradc-off",
Peasant Studies Newsletter, 1 (1972) 45-50, esp. 47, ; de Vries, The Dutch Rural Economy in
the Golden Age 1500—1700 (New Haven, Conn. and London, [574), pp. 4.

45 Cf below pp. 14ff. concerning the concept of ‘discontinuous accumulation’, cf.
Bois, Crise du Féodalisme (see n. 10 above), pp. 343, 361.

46 W. Kula, Théorie économique du systeme feodal. Pour un modile de Féconomie polonaise
16°~ 18° siecles, Civilisations et Sociétés (Paris, 1970), p. 27.
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Communities. English Villagers in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (Cambridge, 1974),
pp- 46—7; P. Goubert, ‘The French Peasantry in the Seventeenth Century: A Regional
Example’, Past and Present, 10 (1958}, 55-77, esp. 71f.; a satisfactory systematic
consideration is still lacking though it has been attempted by W. Abel, Agrarkrisen und
Agrarkonjunktur, 2nd ed. {(Hamburg, 1966j, pp. 22ff.; C. E. Labrousse, Esquisse du
monvemenit des prix et des revenues en France au xvti® stecle (Paris, 1932), vol. 2, pp. 4074
C. E. Labrousse, La crise de Féconomie frangaise a la fin de Pancien régime et au debut de la
revolutron (Paris, 1944), vol. 1, pp. 1738, J. D. Gould, ‘Agricultural Fluctuations and the
English Economy in the Eighteenth Century’, Journ. Econ. Hist., 22 (1962), 313—33, esp.
3206

48 Chavanov, Theory (n. 14}, pp. 107-9.

49 On the categories which determine this relationship, though developed in a
different historical context, cf. Seccombe, ‘Housewife and her Labour’ (see n. 18 above),
pp- 3L ; Mdller, ‘Kinderaufzucht’ (see n. 28 above), pp. 20

50 See Fr. Mendels, ‘Agriculture and Peasant Industry’ in this volume, part 2,
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51 The concept of a dual economy, which was originally developed in order to
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in a few sectors and general underdevelopment, can be applied to proto-industrializa-
tion only with considerable modifications; cf. esp. Boeke, Economics and Economic Policy
{see n. 20 above); W. A. Lewis, ‘Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of
Labour’, Manchester School of Economics and Social Studies, 2 (1954}, 139-91; Lewis,
‘Unlimited Labour, Further Notes’, Manchester School, 26 {1958], 1-32; Lewis, The
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tr pp. 916, esp 97£); cf. also E. Laclau, ‘Feudalism and Capitalism in Latin America’,
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{Berkeley and Loz Angeles, Calif., 1963}, pp. 48-62; H. Myint, ‘Dualism and the
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Theory and the Underdevelsped Countries {London and Toronto, 1971), pp. 315-47, esp.
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Lee, “The Dual Economy in Lreland, 1800—1850°, Hidprical Studies, 8 (1969), 191-201.

52 See n. 54 below.

53 Marx, Capital 3 (see n. 42 above), Ch. 47, sect. 5, p. 808; cf. K. Bucher, ‘Die
Hausindustrie auf dem Weihnachtsmarkte’, in Biicher, Die Entstchung der Volkswirlschaft
{see n. 22 above), vol. 2, pp. 147-77, esp. 1751

54 P. Sweezy's concept of ‘pre-capitalist commodity production’, which he de-
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relevant; K. Polyani, ‘Review of: M. Dobb, Studies tn the Development of Capitalism’, Fourn.
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bad and discarding what is good in Marxism ... [he| is drifting away from its
fundamecntal insight into the historically limited nature of market organization’; <f. also
R. Hilton, ‘Introduction’, The Transition, ed. R. Hilton, p. 9; the non-applicability of the
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emphasized in Gardiner, *‘Women's Domestic Labour’ (see n. 28 above), pp. 47f.

55 Millar, ‘A Reformulation’ (see n. 20 above), pp. 2194, esp. 2224,
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Trade and Underdeveloped Countries’, in Myint, Economic Theory (see n. 51 above),
pp- 118—46; R, Caves, *“Vent for Surplus” Models of Trade and Growth®, Trade,
Growth, and the Balance of Feyments. Essqys in Honour of Gottfried Haberfer {Amsterdam,
1965, pp. 95-115.

57 J. N. v.Schwerz, Beschrethung der Landuwnrischaft in Westfalen und Rheinpreussen (1816)
(Stuttgart, 1836), vol. 1, pp. 129f.; cf. also R. Braun, Industrialisierung und Volksleben, Die
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(Erlenbach und Zurich 1960 reprinted Gottingen 1979}, p. 32.

58 Bucher, ‘Hausindustrie auf dem Weihnachtsmarkt’ (see n. 53 above), p. 175.

39 Marx, Capital 3 (see n. 42 above), Ch. 47, sect. 5 p. 812.
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Bevolkerungs geschichte von Sachsen bis zur Industriellen Revolution (Weimar, 1967}, p. 195, cf.
also Mendels, ‘Agriculture and Peasant Industry’, below, p. 161,
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Slicher van Bath, "Historical Demography and the Social and Economic Development
of the Netherlands’, Population and Social Change, eds. D. V. Glass and R. Revelle
{London, 1972}, pp. 331-46, esp. 343

63 Cf. the significant ‘detail’ in Peuckert, Voltskunde (see n. 16 above), p. 67.

64 Marx, Capifal 3 (see n. 42 above), Ch. 47, sect. 5 p. 807; concerning the concept of
‘functional property’ in pre-capitalist modes of production, which is relevant to the
proto-industrial context as well and which is founded on the ‘privileged position of
domestic groups, whatever the coexisting tenures’, cf. Sahlins, Stone Age Economics {see
n. 25 above), pp. 92—4: 'Property’; cf. also Marx, Pre-capitalist Economic Formations {see
n. 15 above), pp. 67-120.

65 Concerning the structural foundations of this unity in the ‘domestic economy’, see
Bucher, Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft (see n. 11 above), vol. 1, pp. 411., 79; Biicher,
‘Verbrauch', in Biicher, Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft (see n. 22 above), vol. 2, pp. 250ff.

66 C. H. Bitter, ‘Bericht iiber den Notstand in der Senne zwischen Bielefeld und
Paderborn, Regierungsbezirk Minden, und Vorschlige zur Beseitigung desselben,
aufgrund orilicher Untersuchungen dargestellt’ (1833}, Fahresbericht des historischen
Vereins Ravensberg, 64 {1963}, 1-108, here p. 23.

67 W. H. Crawford, ‘Landlord-Tenant Relations in Ulster 1609—1820°, Jrish
FEconomic and Social History, 2 (1975), 521, esp. 14ff.; E. Lipson, The Feonomic History of
England (London, 1931}, vol. 2, p. 80; A. P. Wadsworth and J.de Lacy Mann, The
Cotton Trade and Industrial Lancashire 1600-1780 (Manchester, 1931, rpt. 1963), p. 318;
G. Adelmann. ‘Strukturelle Krisen im landlichen Testilgewerbe Nordwestdeutschlands
zu Beginn der Industrialisierung’, Wirtschaft and dvbeitsmarkt, ed. H. Kellenbenz
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fir Sozialforschung an der Universitdt Frankfury M., vol. 3 {Leipzig, 1931), p. 667f.;
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68 Charles O'Hara, decount of Slige 1760 (1766), cited in W. H. Crawford, ‘Economy
and Society in South Ulster in the Eighteenth Century’, Claytor Record (1973), p. 253.

69 Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 61 above), p. 246,

70 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 37 above], p. 33.
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71 L. Schuneider, Der Arberterhaushali im 18. und 15. Jahrhundert. Dargestellt am Beispiel
des Hetm- und Fabrikarbeiters {Berlin, 1967, p. 85; Braun, Industrialisierung {see n. 57
above), p. 230; <f. the eloquent account given by a contemporary: U. Briker,
‘Lebensgeschichte und natiirliche Ebenteuer [sic.] des armen Mannes im Tockenburg’
(1789), in U. Braker, Werke in einem Bande, ed. by H, G. Talheim (Berlin and Weimar,
1964), pp. 221, 223, (Eng. twr. U. Briker, The Life Stery and Real Adventures of the Poor Man
of Toggenburg (Edinburgh, 1970), pp. 162-5).

72 For a systematic explanation see Marx, Capital 3 (see n. 42 above), Ch. 47, sect. 5
pp. OB

73 Bicher, ‘Hausindustrie auf dem Weihnachismarkte’ {see n. 53 above), p. 176.

74 Troeltsch, Calwer Zeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 61 above), p. 278; for the ‘loan
system’ cf. Peuckert, Volkskunde (see n. 16 above), p. 75f.; W. G. Hoskins, The Midiand
Peasant (London, 1965}, pp. 273(.; Biicher, ‘Hausindustrie auf dem Weihnachismarkte’
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Arbeiter, vols. | and 2 {Leipzig, 1879}, vol. 1, p. 149,
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76 Troelisch, Calwer Jeughandbngshompagnie (see n. 61 above), pp. 224-33; H.
Kriiger, Jur Geschichte der Manufakturen und der Manufakturarbeiter in Preussen {Berlin,
1958), pp. 308f,, 311f.

77 Meillassoux, Femmes, greniers ef capiloux (see n, 13 above). p. 145, (Eng. tr. p. 33).

78 Marx, Capital 3 (see n, 42 above), Ch. 47, sect. 5, p. 805.
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on the labour of women and children contribute decisively to this marginal ‘equilibrium
of family earnings’ (Wadsworth and Mann}.

B0 I. Pinchbheck, Women Workers and the Industrial Revolution J750-7850, 2nd ed.
{London, 1962}, pp. 1f., 122f, 313f; D. Bythell, The Handloom Weavers. A Study in the
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Volkswirtschaftslehre und ihre Kritiker, eine marxistische Beurteilung’, Seminar:
Politische Okonomie. Jur Kritik der herrschenden Nationalpkonomie, ed. W. Vogt (Frankfurt,
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ismus’, Arfiv fur Soziglwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, 44 (1917/18), 19-51, esp. 19

82 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 67 above), pp. 316f.

83 M. Mohl, Uber die Wirttembergische Gewerbs-Industrie (Stuttgart, 1828), p. 85.

84 Fr. Engels, ‘Preface to the Second German Edition’, in Fr. Engels, The Hpusing
QGuestzon in Karl Marx and Fr. Engels, Selected Works [ London and Moscow, 1958), vol. 1,
p. 553.

85 W. Sombart, Der moderne Kapitelismus, 2nd ed. (Munich, 1928), vol. 1, pp. 29f.

86 Concerning the question of ‘women’s work’, and the exclusion of women and
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children from guild production, which did not begin until the late Middle Ages,
especially in the textile trades, cf. K. Biicher, Die Frauenfrage im Mittelalter {Tubingen,
1882}, pp. 10-17; R. Wissel, Des alten Handwerks Recht und Gewohnheit, vol. 2, ed. by E.
Schraepler, 2nd ed., Einzelveriffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission zu Berlin,
vol. 7 (Berlin, 1974), pp. 4394, ; Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 80 above), pp. 125f,;
concerning women'’s guilds and the activity of masters’ widows, cf. also H. Hauser,
Quuriers du temps passe, Sthed. (Paris, 1927), Ch. VI11: ‘Le travaildes femmes’, pp. [41ff.

87 Fr. Place, "A Letter to Jas. Turner, Cotton Spinner’, cited by Pinchbeck, Women
Warkers (see n. B0 above), p. 179, n. L.

88 A basic work continues to be J. Kulischer, ‘La grande industrie aux XVII® et
XVIII® siécles: France, Allemagne, Russie’, Annales d'histoire économigue et sociale, 3
{1931], 11-46, esp. 254, ; J. Kulischer, dligemeine Wirtrchaftsgeschichte des Mittelalters und
der Neuzeit (Munich, 1929; rpt. Darmstade, 1976), vol, 2, pp. 1136, esp. 146M.; but ¢f.
also below pp. 103ff, 137.

89 Marx, Pre-capitalist Economic Formations (see n. 15 above), p. 118; for this insight,
which was not systematically pursued by Marx, cf. also the further remarksin n. 5 to the
Introduction, abave.

90 Witttogel, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft Chinas (see n. 67 above), pp. 669—73, here
670.

91 M. Weber, The Prolestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, translated by T. Parsons
{New York, 1938), pt. 1, Ch. 2, pp. 47f.

92 M. Weber's grandfather, on his father’s side, Karl August Weber, was a linen-
merchant in Bielefeld, the urban centre of the Minden — Ravensberg region of linen
production; he was also co-owner of the firm ‘Weber, Laer und Niemann’, which
M. Weber’s great-grandfather had founded and which was the leading merchant
establishment ‘through which Bielefeld linen became famous’; cf. Marianne Weber,
Max Weber : a Biography {New York and Londan, 1975, esp. p. 24. Weber’s occasional
pointed and peculiarly nostalgic remarks about the corresponding characteristics in the
mentality of Pre-capitalist producers and the rentier-mentality of the merchant-
capitalist putters-out who were anxiously concerned 1o lead a ‘respectable and stately
life’ (The German word 'Standesgemiss’ contains both these aspects) (M. Weber,
Protestant Ethie [n. 91 above], pp. 65ff.) grew out of his personal experiences in his
grandfather’s house during the period when the rural industry declined; ¢f. Marianne
Weber, AMax Weber, p. 25.

93 Weber, Profestant Ethic (see n. 81 above), p. 60.

94 Biicher, ‘Hausindustrie auf dem Weihnachesmarkte” (see n. 53 above), p. 176; cf.
Thun, Industrie am Niederrhein (see n. 74 above), vol. 1, p. 130; Wadsworth and Mann,
Cotton Industry (see n. 67 above), pp. 4041, ; Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandiungskompagnie (see
n. 61 above], pp. 3191

95 Concerning the concept of transitional modes of production, the ideas of
P. P. Rey, Les Alliances des classes (Paris, 1973) have been developed and specified, and
the structural importance of the factor of the family economy taken inte account by
Meillassoux, Femmes, greniers ef capitaux (see n. 13 above), pp. 146ff. (Eng. tr. pp. 96ff.);
cf. also E. Balibar, *The Basic Concepts of Historical Materialism’, in L. Althusser and
E. Balibar, Reading ‘Capital’ (London, 1970), pp. 302f., but see the qualification inn. 98
below,

86 Marx, Capital 3 (see n. 42 above), Ch. 20, pp. 327-8.

97 Ingeneral: H. Freudenberger and F. R. Redlich, “The Industrial Development of
Europe: Reality, Symbols, Images’, Kyklos, 17 {1964), 372—403, here 378: ‘what was
shifted was the control of the product while that of the process remained in the hands of
the producer . . . strategic decision-making as to what to produce shifted to an outsider,
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while managing and manual labour still remained in the old hands’; concerning the
problem of control over the work-process during the beginning stages of industrializ-
ation properly speaking, see the important article by G. Stedman-Jones, ‘Class Struggle
and the Industrial Revolution’, New Left Review, 90 (1975), 35-69, esp. 634

98 Cf. Balibar, ‘Basic Concepts’ (see n. 95 above), pp. 2124f, 233, 302ff. Balibar’s
structuralist approach rightly rejects a reified, *verdinglicht’ conception of the ‘relations
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*social’ relations of preduction, is important for the relatively autonomous character of
the transitional phase to industrial capitalism. He does not manage, however, to discard
entirely the orthodox hypotheses centring on ‘manufactures’. Much less sophisticated is
the conception of P. Q. Hirst and B. Hindess, Pre-Capitalist Modes of Production {London,
1973}, pp. 2601, since it schematically assumes a dichotomy between pre-capitalist and
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99 Cf above, p. 68.

100 Cf below, pp. 1366

101 Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungshompagnie (see n. 61 above), p. 318.

102 See below, pp. 136L.

103 The following section orginated from a discussion with Peter Laslett and from the
author’s critical assessment of Laslett’s work, esp. P. Laslett, The World We Have Lost,
2nd ed. (London, 1971} ; P. Laslett and R. Wall, eds., Household and Family in Past Time
{Cambridge, 1972): P. Laslett, ‘Introduction: The History of the Family’, pp. 7-73;
P. Laslett and E. A. Hammel, ‘Comparing Household Structure over Time and
between Cultures’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 16 {1974], 73-109; of. also my
comments in ‘Zur strukturellen Funktion von Haushalt und Familie im Ubergang von
der traditionellen Agrargesellschaft zum industriellen kapitalismus®, Sozialgeschichie der
Famzlte in der Nenzett Europas. Newe Forschungen, ed. W. Conze, Industrielle Welr, vol. 21
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assessment of Laslett's work see: E. P. Thompson (anon.}, ‘Under the Rooliree’, Times
Literary Supplement, no. 3713 (4 May 1973), 485-7; L. K. Berkner, ‘The Use and Misuse
of Census Data for the Historical Analysis of Family Scructure’, Journal of Interdisciplinary
History, 4 {1975], 721-38; H. Rosenbaum, ‘Zur neueren Entwicklung der historischen
Familienforschung’, Geschichte und Gesellschaf, 1 (19733, 210-25; M. Mitterauer,
‘Familiengrisse — Familientypen — Familienzvklus. Probleme quantitativer Auswert-
ung von dsterreichischem Quellenmarterial’, Gesehichte und Gesellsehaft, 1 (1975), 226—55;
T. K. Hareven, Review of Household and Family in Past Time, in History and Theory, 14
11975}, 242-51; C. Lasch, “The Family and History’, The New York Review of Books, 22
{13 Nov, 1975], 33-8
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and (amily structures for regions and locations of rural industry the following must be
mentioned : L. K. Berkner, Family, Social Structure, and Rural Indusiry : A Comparative Study
of the Waldviertel and the Pays de Caux in the Eighteenth Century (Ph.D. Harvard University,
1973}, pp. 294346, esp. 307-9 and the table on pp. 310, pp. 329, 347 ; D. Levine,
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Family Formation in an Age of Nascent Capitalism, Studies in Social Discontinuity (New
York, 1977), pp. 45f,; M. Mitterauer, “Zur Familienstruktur in Lindlichen Gebieten
Osterrelchs , Beitrige zur Bevitkerungs- und Sozialgeschichte Osterreichs, ed. H. Helczmano-
vski (Vn:rma 1973), pp- 168-222, esp. 181, 190ff.; M. Mitterauer, ‘Vorindustrielle
Familienformen. Zur Funkuonsentlastung dcs “ganzen Hauses” im 17. und 18,
Jahrhundert’, First, Biirger, Mensch. Untersuchungen zu politischen und sozio-kulturelien
Wandlungsprozessen im vorrevolutiondren Furopa, eds. F. Engel-Janosi et al.{Vienna, 1973),
pp. 123-83, here 133, 157, 160f.; also the references in R, Braun’s pioneering study
Industrialisicrung (see n. 57 above), pp. 5989, esp. 89; 155-80, esp. 162ff.

105 Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), pp. 49ff.; the same sitvation is
indicated by a comparison of the findings in R. Wall, “Mean Household-3ize in England
from Printed Sources’, Household and Family in Past Time, eds. P. Laslett and R. Wall
(Cambridge, 1972), pp. 159-203, where the mean household-sizes for settlements in the
heavily proto-industrialized areas of Lancashire (esp. the region around Manchester)
are decisively larger than thase for agrarian regions: pp. 178f, and 180f.; cf. also
E. J. Walter, Jur Soziclogic der alten Eidgenossenschaft. Eine Analyse zur Sozigi- und
Berufsstrukture von der Reformation bis zur Franzosischen Revolution (Berne, 1966), pp. 78—82.

106 Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), p. 50.

107 Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), pp. 68f

108 R. Schofield, ‘Age-specific Mohility in an Eighteenth Century Rural English
Parish’, Annales de Demagraphic historigue (1970), 261—74; Levine, Family Formation (see
n. 104 above), p. 46, ; Berkner, ‘Family, Social Structure’ (see n. 104 above), pp. 200,
323-47, esp. 3311

109 Charles O’Hara, Account of Stigo 1760 (refereing to changes in family structure
following the transition of the small and sub-peasant population of north-west Ireland o
linen weaving), as quoted by W, H. Crawford, ‘Economy and Society in South Ulster in
the Eighteenth Century’, Clayton Record (1973), 241-58, esp. pp. 253—4.

110 Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 80 above), pp. 122, 160, 168, 179, 2324,
272ff.; E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class {Harmondsworth,
1970), pp. 366t ; Thun, Dic Industrie am Niederrhein (see n. 74 above), vol. |, pp. 109,
150; Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 241, 183, 192

111 See the precise description in Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 83ff;
cf. also v. Schwerz, Beschreibung der Landwirischaft (see n. 57 above), vol. 1, p. 111;
Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 80 above), pp. 273, 278-9.

112 J. Hajnal, ‘Furopean Marriage Patterns in Perspective’, Population in History
Essays in Historical Demography, eds. D. V. Glass and D. E. C. Eversley {London, 1965),
pp. 101—46; J. D. Chambers, Population, Economy end Seciety in Pre-industrial England
{London, 1972), pp. 34—50; Braun, Mndustrialisicrung (see n. 57 above)}, pp. 60, 1554 ;
G. Mackenroth, Bevilkerungsichre. Theorie, Soziologie und Statistik der Bevilkerung {Berlin,
1953, pp. 4216,

113 Concerning the connection between inheritance, peasant property, and family
structure as determined by the developmental cycle of domestic groups, see the
exemplary study by L. K. Berkner, “The Stem Family and the Developmental Cycle of
the Peasant Household : An Eighteenth-Century Austrian Example’, dmerican Historical
Revigry, 77 (1972), 398-417; Mitterauer, ‘Zur Familienstruktur’ (see n. 104 above),
pp. 1978.; Mitterauer, ‘Familiengrdsse — Familientypen — Familienzyklus® (see n. 103
above), pp. 243iL.; Mitterauer, ‘Vorindustrielle Familienformen’ (n. 104), pp. 134ff; cf.
also M. Anderson, Family Structure in Nineteenth Century Lancashire (Cambridge, 1971), pp.
791

114 Ch. and R. Tilly, ‘Agenda for European Economic History in the 19705°, Fourn. -
Econ. Hist., 31 (1971), 184—98, esp. 189,
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115 Berkner, "Stem Family’ (see n. 113 above), pp. 400ff. ; Anderson, Family Structure
{n. 113), pp. 81f.; Segalen, Nuptialitz (see n. 7 above), pp. 991

116 The transitional character of the marriage behaviour of rural industrial
producers which stands between the behaviour of peasants, determined by material
{sachhaft) constraints of property relationships, and that of the modern individualistic
‘companionate marriage’ is rightly stressed by M. Ségalen, Nuptialite (see n. 7 abave]),
p- 106; R. Braun puts too much emphasis on ‘sublimation’ and ‘intimization’ as
characteristics of rural industrial marriage customs: cf. Braun, Industrialisierung (seen. 57
above), pp. B4fl.; an even more one-sided interpretation in the direction of a unilinear
concept of ‘modernization’ and *emancipation’ is to be found in E. Shorter, ‘Female
Emancipation, Birth Control, and Fertility in European History', American Historical
Rewview, 78 (1973), 614£%.; E. Shorter, The Making of the Modern Famuly (New York, 1975),
PP 255-68.

117 ]. Hirzel, Rede ober den physischen, thonomischen und sittlich religiosen Justand der
pstlichen Berggemeinden des Kantons ZJhrich, Synodialrede 1816 (Zirich, 1816), p. 16, as
quoted by Braun, fadustriglisierung (see n, 57 above), p. 66.

118 Segalen, Nuptialité (see n. 7 above), pp. 75ff

119 Segalen, Nuplialite (see n. 7 above)}, pp. 99f.

120 v. Schwerz, Beschretbung der Landwirtschaft (see n. 57 above), val. |, p. 111,

121 Cf Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), pp. 61f. Chambers, Population,
Economy and Sociely (see n. 112 above), pp. 491.; J. D. Chambers, The Vale of Trent
16701800 : A Regional Study of Economic Change, Economic History Review, Supplement
3 (Cambridge, 1978}, pp. 51-3; Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 61
above), p.405; Braun, frdustrialisierung (see n. 57 abave), pp. 59-80; see below,
Pp- 85ff.

122 For a sysiemartic discussion of the relarionships berween household cycle and
family structures see M. Fortes, ‘Introduction’, The Development Cyele tn Domestic Groups,
ed, J. Goody [Cambridge, 1958}, pp. 1-14; the same essay is reprinted as ‘The
Developmental Cycle in Domestic Groups’ in Kinship, ed. ]J. Goody (Harmaondswarth,
1971), pp.B5-98; making a critical assessment of Laslett’s ‘narrow’ concept of
‘structure’, Berkner has applied Fortes’s approach to the analysis of peasant households
in ‘Stem Family’ (see n. 113 above), pp. 405ff.; cof. Mitterauer, ‘Familiengrosse—
Familientypen—Familienzyklus’ {see n. 103 above), pp. 243

123 See below, pp. 791

124 Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. B0 above), p. 175.

125 This aspect has been stressed in the unduly neglected work of 8. Coontz,
Population Theories and the Economic Interpretation {1957), Ch. 7, pp. 145f.; *The Evolution
in the Economic Function of the Family’, esp. pp. 150f.; ¢f. J. M. Stycos and R. Weller,
‘Female Working Roles and Fertility', Demography, 4 (1967), 210-17.

126 ‘Statement of a Working Man®, in Meliora, ed. Ingestre {London, 1852),
pp. 2261, as quoted by J. Foster, Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution. Early Industrial
Capitalism in Three English Towns (London, 1974), p. 94,

127 Thisis overlooked in K. Hausen, ‘Familie als Gegenstand historischer S8ozialwis-
senschaft. Bemerkungen zu einer Forschungssirategie’, Geschichie und Gesellschafi, 1
{1975), 171-209, esp. 2001, even though the author correctly assesses the problems with
regard to proto-industrial conditions.

128 Thun, Die Industrie am Niederrfiein {see n. 74 above), vol. 1, p. 150; cf. the
interesting statistical information for linen and cotion weavers’ families in the Saxon
district of Upper Lusatia for the year 1832 in F. Schmidt, Untersuchungen tiber Bevolkerung,
Arbeitsiohn und Pauperism in threm gegenseitigen Jusammenhange (Leipzig, 1936), pp. 2961,
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esp. 298f.; Bythell, Handloom Weavers (see n. B) above), p. 136; Pinchbeck, Women
Warkers (n. 807, p. 179.

129 E. R. R. Green, ‘The Cotton Handloom Weavers in the North-east of Ireland’,
Ulster Journal of Archaeology, 7 (1844), 30—41, esp. 35; cf. the observations about the age
specific participation of women in the industrial production process in Levine, Family
Formation (see n. 104 above), p. 29; cf. J. Knodel and V. Prachuabmoh, The Fertility of
That Women. Resulls of the First Rural and Urban Rounds of the Longitudinal Study of Social,
Demographic and Economic Change in Thailand, Institute of Population Studies, Chulalong-
korn University {Bangkok, 1973), p. 49; 5. Bucher, Bevolkerung und Wirtschaft des Amies
Entlebuch tm 18, Jahrhundert (Luzern, 1974), p. 228 (table), 229.

130 On the conditions in the lower Rhine small metal trades (Remscheid} see Thun,
Die Industrie am Niederrhein (see n. 74 above), vol. 2, pp. 1486, 150f;; v. Schwerz,
Beschretbung der Landwirischgft (see n, 57 above), val. |, pp. |10f {weavers of linen cloth in
the district of Ravensberg). One of the effects which home-industrial production had on
the guild-organization of certain trades seems to have been that children increasingly
remained in the households of their parents as apprentices, which brought about the
gradual disappearance of the traditional tramping habits of the artisan; cf. Troeltsch,
Catwer Jeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 61 above), pp. 208ff.; Berkner, ‘Family, Social
Structure’ {see n. 104 above)}, p. 200; because of the specific requirements of the work,
extended houscholds with apprentices and servants were especially frequent among
those who were employed in the finishing stages of the textile trades.

131 A good example of this household type is provided by the clothiers in the West
Riding of Yorkshire, cf. H. Heaton, The Yorkshire Woollen and Worsted Industries (Oxford,
1920, pp. 295f; E. Lipson, 7he Economic History of England (see n. 67 above)}, vol. 2,

. GOff.
pp132 For this household type as it existed in the linen industry of north-western
Germany, where the full peasant household of ‘Kolonen® and “Meier’ had male and
female servants who wove and span, cf. the description in v. Schwerz, Beschreibung der
Landwirtschaft (see n. 57 above), vol. 1, p. 128; the peasant ‘manufacturers’ in the
northern-Irish linen industry provide a paralle! to the German situation described by
v. Schwerz: cl. A. Young, 4 Tour of freland, 2 vols. (London, 1780), vol. 1, pp. 145f. For
the entrepreneurial functions of this social group cf. C. Gill, The Rise of the Irish Linen
Industry (Oxford, 1925), pp. 1458.; for the domestic workshops organized by kulaks
cf. Wittfogel, Wirtschaft und Geselischaft Chinas (see n. 67 above), pp. 6521

133 This ‘Heuerlingssystem’ was very common in the north-west German linen-
producing areas; ¢f. H. Riepenhausen, ‘Die Entwicklung der bauerlichen Kultur-
landschaft’ {see n. 43 above), p. 1078.; H. Wrasman, ‘Das Heuerlingswesen im
Firstentum Osnabriick’, Mitteilungen des Vereins fiir Geschichte und Landeskunde von
Osnabriick, 42 (1919}, 53- 171, continued in vol. 44 {1921}, 1-- 154 ; parallels can be found
in the linen producing areas of Northern Ireland, of. Crawford, ‘Economy and Seciety in
South Ulster’ {see n. 68 above), p. 253, and in the ‘masure’ system of the Pays de Caux in
Upper Normandy as described by Berkner, ‘Family, Social Structure’ (see n. 104
above), pp. 238f.

134 For the data-base of the following remarks about the ‘extended family’, but not
necessarily for its interpretation, of. Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), pp. 45(.
and Berkner, ‘Family, Social Structure’ (see n. 104 above), pp. 254—346.

135 Analytically, it does not make sense to apply the same categories to both forms of
‘extended’ family in a comparative regional or class-specific investigation orin a study of
long-term trends. Such an attempt would falsely reflect a continuity of family structures
where basic differences in socio-economic conditions as well as in demographic growth-
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mechanisms had changed the conditions under which extended family forms emerged
and funcroned. P. Laslett’s concept of structure, which is primarily based on kinship
relations and co-residence, supports this ‘optical illusion’, see above, n. 103; cf. also
Mitteraner, ‘Familiengrosse — Familientypen — Familienzyklus’ (n. 103), pp. 2318,
241

136 Sece Foster, Class Struggle (see n. 126 above), pp. 91f. and Anderson, Family
Structure (see n. 113 above}, pp. 79f., 111ff,, but esp. the illuminating remarks about the
‘half-open family structure’ of proletarian householdz in L. Niethammer in col-
laboration with F. Briiggemeier, “Wie wohnten der Arbeiter im Kaiserreich ?’, Archiv fur
Sezialgeschichte, 16 [1976), 61-134, esp. 1226

137 Levine, Family Formation (see n. 104 above), pp. 52f1., Berkner, ‘Family, Social
Structure’ (n. 104}, pp. 296f., esp. 298, 3074.

138 In confirmation of M. Anderson’s thesis this has been stressed by Levine, Family
Formation {see n. 104 above), pp. 33; Anderson, Family Structure (see n. 113 above),
pp. 50, and Foster, Class Struggle (see n. 126 above}, pp. 91f.; contrary to Anderson’s
own assumptions (pp. 166f.) it {s possible that his views contradict those of Foster only on
the surface. Tn any case, the contradictions between the two authors seem to be founded
not so much on different empirical findings but on divergent interpretive perspectives.
Faster places his emphasis on the ‘cycle of poverty” and the critical life-phases of the *host
family’, and sees its extension beyond the nuclear unit through the formation of complex
households and the falling back on the kinship system (‘sharing’, ‘huddling’) as an effort
ta solve the problem of *secondary poverty” of the working-class family. Anderson, on the
other hand, fixes his attention primarily on the co-residing ‘guest family’ and the
moment of its separation from the host family {pp. 48ff.}. What seems to be necessary isa
combination of both perspectives. Itis interesting tonote in this connection that a status-
specific interpretation of Anderson’s own data shows far the group of ‘lower factory,
labourer, and handloom weaver’ {p. 51, table 14} a tendency to extend their tamilies by
‘sharing’ during exactly those critical phases of the family life-cycle which are
characterized by a high ratio of dependent children. This behaviour stands in clear
contrast to other social groups, such as ‘high factory and artisan’.

139 Braun, Industriaiisierung (see n. 57 above), p. 83.

140 This is the problematic thesis of the works of N. J. Smelser which is in need of
historical critique. Within the straightjacket of structural-functionalist theory {‘empty
theoretical boxes”, ‘filling the boxes’, ‘refilling the boxes’) Smelser assumes all too
quickly a convergence of family economy and industrial capitalism and sees a tendency in
this direction already during proto-industrialization: N. J. Smelser, Social Change and the
Industrial Revolution: An Application of Theory o the Lancashire Cotton Industry 1770— 1840
{London, 1939), esp.pp.30-60, 129-43, I158-79, 180-212; N.]J. Smelser,
‘Sociological History : The Industrial Revolution and the British Working-ciass Family’,
Essays in Social History, eds. M. W_ Flinn and T. C. Smout (Oxford, 1974}, pp. 23-38;
for a recent critique of Smelser’s hypothesis of a successful ‘adaptation’ by the family
workforce to the conditions of factory industry during the initial phase of machine
spinning: M. M. Edwards and R. Lloyd-Jones, ‘N. J. Smelser and the Cotton Factory
Family: A Reassessment’, Textile History and Economic History. Essays in Honour of J. de Lacy
Mann, eds. N. B. Harte and K. G. Ponting {Manchester, 1973}, pp. 304-19.

141 T. Parsons, ‘The American Family: Its Relations to Personality and the Social
Structure’, in T. Parsons and R. F. Bales, Family, Socialization and [nicraction Process
{London, 1956), pp. 3—33, esp. 16.

142 T. Parsons, ‘Das Problem des Strukturwandels: eine theoretische Skizze’,
Theorien des sozialen Wandels, ed. W. Zapf, 3rd ed. {Koln and Berlin, 1971}, pp. 35-74,
esp. 48. Parsons here explicitly refers to Smelser’s study of the corton industry.
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143 ]J. P. Siissmilch, Die gittliche Ordnung in den Veranderungen des menschiichen Geschlechis,
aus der Geburt, dem Tode und der Fortpflanzung desselben erwiesen, 2 vols., 3rd ed. (Berlin,
1763), vol. 2, p. 67.

144 Hausen, ‘Familie als Gegenstand historischer Sozialwissenschaft’ (see n, 127
abowve), p. 200.

145 Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 80 above), pp. 7; J. Scott and L. Tilly,
‘Women’s Work and the Family in Nineteenth-Century Europe’, Comparative Studies in
Saciety and History, 17 (1975), 36—64, esp. 43f, esp. 44f,, n. 26; R. H. Hilton, “Women in
the Village’,in R. H. Hilton, The English Peasantry in the Later Middle Ages (Oxford, 1975),
pp- 95-110; of. H. Schmidlin, drbeit und Stellung der Frau in der Landgutswirtschaft der
Hausviter (Phil. Diss. Jena, 1940, published Heidelberg, 1941) which is confusing on the
whole but contains some useful observations and interesting contemporary illustrations.

146 Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n, 80 above}, pp. 19f; f. the compelling and
precise observations of the Norwegian ethnographer and demographic sociologist Eilert
Sundt about the central position of the woman in Norwegian cottager households, as
well as the comments of M. Drake about these observations: M. Drake, Population and
Soeiety in Norway 1735— 1865 (Cambridge, 1969), pp. 138f, esp. 143 ; cf. — despite its
lack of sufficient attention to status-specific differences — E. Richards, “Women in the
British Economy since about 1700: An Interpretation’, History, 59 (1974), pp. 342 ; on
the essential marginal returns from women’s work see Pinchbeck, Womer Workers,
PP 20f.; for a later period cf. the interesting findings of J. Kitteringham, ‘Country
Woark-Girls in Nineteenth-Century England’, Village Life and Labour, ed. R. Samuel,
History Workshop Series (London, 1975), pp. 73~ 138, esp. 115

147 ]. Fitzherbert, The Book of Husbandry (1534) ed. by W. W. Skeat (1882, p. 96, as
quoted by Lipson, Ecenomic History {see n. 67 above), vol, 2, p. 50.

148 On the division of labour in rural industrial households, cf. Pinchbeck, Women
Workers (see n. 80 above), pp. 111, [cotton industry}, pp. 1298, (spinning}, pp. 157
{weaving}, pp. 202ff. (smaller domestic industries} and pp. 270f. [small metal trades);
Lipson, Economic History (see n. 67 above), vol. 2, pp. 50f. (wool industry}; even in the
textile trades the division of labour within the family showed no uniformity; it varied
according to the branch of production, its development stage, and its market conditions.
It frequently deviated from the *classical’ pattern — described for example in Smelser,
Social Change (seen. 140 above}, pp. 54f., 183 — in which the man wove, the wifespan, and
the children were occupied with subsidiary tasks such as the preparation of materials for
the production process; cf. the varants mentioned in Braun, fndustrialisierung und
Volksieben (see n. b7 above), p. 210; Thun, Die Industric am Niederrken (see n. 74 above),
vol. 1, pp. 108[, 148. An important form of domestic division of labour, resulting from
the combination of a partial agrarian subsistence base with industrial production, has
been carefully observed by C. H. Bitter: *When one enters the cottages of rural dwellers
who do not hold large plots of land and who must earn their basic subsistence by
spinning, one often finds the whole family sitting at the spinning wheel. It is by no means
rare that the grandmother, mother, and grandchild are occupied with spinning, while
the father and his grown-up son work in the field or do other jobs around the house, such
as preparing meals, cleaning turnips, or peeling potatoes — if and as long as they have
any. In the weavers’ cottages the father is busy preparing the yarn, unless he is out to buy
yarn or to sell the linen that the family has produced or 1o cultivate the plot of land
together with his grown-up son. The mother is occupied at the hearth or tends the
animals. The older daughters sit at the loom and the younger children who still go to
school have 1o wind yarn onto bobbins in their spare time’, C. H. Bitter, Berichi (see n. 66
above), pp. 1-108, here 22; cf. the general remarks relevant to this context in
Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 80 above}, p. 158,
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149 Wirttfogel, Wirtschafl und Gesellschaft Chinas (see n. 67 above), p. 656.

150 Pinchbeck, Women Workers {see n. 80 above), pp. 270f.; W. H. B. Court, The
Rise of the Midland Industries 1600- 1838, 2nd ed. (Oxtord, 1953}, pp. 100f.; M. B.
Rowlands, Masters and Men in the West Midland Metalware Trades Before the Industrial
Revolution (Manchester, 1975), pp. 160f.

151 C. L. Ziegler, ‘Nachricht von der Verfertigung der Spitzen im Erzgebirge’,
Beytrige zur Okonomie, Technologie, Polizey und Cameralwissenschaft, ed. Joh, Beckmann
{Géttingen, 1779), vol. 1, pp. 108—14, esp. 110f.; Scott and Tilly, ‘Women's work® {see
n. 143 above), p. 47; Thun, Industrie am Niederrhein (see n. 74 above), vol. 2, p. 154
[small-metalware trades of the Lower Rhine area).

152 Ziegler, ‘Nachricht’ (see n. 51 above) contains numerous pieces of evidence,
esp. pp. 108f. and 114.

153 Sussmilch, Die gottliche Ordnung (1765) (sce n. 143 above], vol. 2, p. 47 (cotton
spinners); Bitter, Berichf (see n. 66 above), p. 27 (men as spinners of course yarn and
women as spinners of fine yarn); v. Schwerz, Beschreibung der Landwirischaft (see n. 57
above), vol. 1, p. 128f. (manufacture of a coarse quality of linen, called *Lowendlinnen’,
under conditions of part-time agrarian employment of males, taking place in the
Tecklenburg region of Westphalia: weaving here is considered as the appropriate
occupation for women. Spinning, on the other hand, is carried out by men as well, and it
seems strange that they spin the finest yarn while women and children spin the coarser
qualities [p. 128f.]).

154 Braun, [ndusirialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 97, 175, 195{.; E. Sax, Jhe
Thitringische Hausindustrie, 3 vols. (Jena, 1888), vol. 3, p. 58, n. 2.

155 V. Schwerz, Beschreibung der Landwirtschaft (see n. 57 above), vol. 1, p. 111.

156 Sec also below, p. 6G5E

157 This assumption is made by Smelser, Socia! Change (see n. 140}, pp. 1611, 342ff,
esp. 345.

158 Cf Anon. (G. W. Chr, Consbruch), Medicinische Ephemeriden, nebst einer medicini-
schen Topographie der Grafichaft Ravensberg (Chemnitz, 1793), pp. 44f.; Pinchbeck, Women
Workers {see n. 80 above), p. 237, interesting source material is quoted in H. Sirehler,
Beitrage zur Rulturgeschichte der Jircher Landschaft (Phil. Diss., Zirich, 1934), p. 37:
‘women and men . , . frequently smoke on their way to church and the sacrilegious sort
of people even do 50 during the sermon’.

159 Cf E. P. Thompson, ‘The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the
Eighteenth Century” Past and Present, 50 (1971), 76—134, esp. 1154,; on the question in
which social groups these protests originate see thid., p. 108 and in particular E. P.
Thompson's review of J. W, Shelton, English Hunger and Industrial Disorders: A Study of
Regional Conflict during the First Decades of George IITs Reign (London, 1973} in Econ. Hist.
Rep., 27 (1974}, 480-4, esp. 483.

160 R. Southey, Letters from England (1807) {London, 1814}, vol. 2, p. 47, as quoted
by Thompson, ‘Moral Economy’ (see n. 159 above], p. 116.

161 Braun, /ndustrialisierung {see n. 57 above), p. 68.

162 E. Shorter has repeatedly tried to explain the changes, which appeared since the
end of the eighteenth century, in terms of the sexual behaviour as well as the family life of
the lower classes; see e.g. Shorter, The Making of the Modern Family {see n. 116 above},
pp. 225ff., Shorter, ‘Female Emancipation’ (n. 116}, pp. 614ff. The central weakness of
their approach lies in the fact that he tries to trace these changes back, in a rather
abstract way, to the emergence of a capitalist market and the resulting ‘market
mentality’, which affected lower-class behaviour, as well as to the ‘liberating’ influence
which the new wage-labour relations exercised on women. Shorter does not sufficiently
locate these changes in the concrete conditions of production and reproduction,
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which —even under the impact of emerging capitalist markets — continued 1w be
determined by the family mode of production. These conditions exerted their formative
influence not only amongst the ‘rural artisans’ but also amongst the industrial working
class until well into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Cf. the interesting remarks
by Tilly and Scott, “Women's Work™ (see n. 145 above), pp. 35

163 J. Schulthess, Bekerzigung des vor der Jiircher Synode gehaltenen Vortrags (Zurich,
1818}, p. 34, as quoted in Braun, Indusirialisierung (see n. 57 abaove), p. 131.

164 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 68, 119, esp. 123,

165 J. M. Schwager, ‘Uber den Ravensberger Bauner', Wesifalisches Magazin zur
Geagraphie, Historie und Statistik, 2 (1786), no. 5, 49-74, esp. 361, ; ¢f. Anon. (Consbruch),
Medicinische Ephemeriden (see n. 158 above), pp. 441, ; Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57
above), pp. 63,

166 Schwager, ‘Uber den Ravensberger Bauer’ [see n. 165 above), pp. 56L.

167 The article ‘Darftigkeit’ in G. H. Zincke, Deutsches Real-, Manufaktur- und
Hendwerkslexikon, vol. 1 (only A — F appeared) (Leipzig, 1745), p. 578. According to his
‘Preface’, Zincke’s information is based on ‘observations which I made over the course of
many years in my intercourse with merchant-manufacturers and workers and which I
wrote down ... [and in addition] on renewed research and conversations with
merchants, manufacturers, and workers”. Cf. R. Engelsing, ‘Probleme der
Lebenshaltung in Deutschland im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert’, in R. Engelsing, Jur
Sozialgeschichte deutscher Mitlel- und Unterschichten (Goctingen, 1973), pp. 11-25, esp. 13,
who attributes the passage quoted above to the later J. G. Kriinitz, Okonomische
Enzykispadie, vol. 2 (1773), p. 788; cf. for the concept of ‘Drirftigkeit’ (indigence} also
G. H. Zincke, Abkandlung von der Wirtschaftskunst der Armen und Diirfligen, sammt denen
allgemeinen Regeln ihrer Wirtschaft (Disseldorf, 1759}, pp. 144

168 Cf. theimportant article by Engelsing, ‘Probleme der Lebenshaltung’ {see n. 167
above), p. 11, although questions concerning rural indusiry are referred to only in
passing. Despite Engelsing’s justified critique of the narrow perspective with which
consumer-habits have been studied in the past, he does not give encugh consideration to
the socio-cultural determinants which shaped the way of life of the lower classes ; he puts
too much emphasis on their imitation of the consumption-patterns of the nobility and on
the worker’s striving for a bourgeois life-style; Engelsing, p. 21.

169 Cf E. S. Furniss, The Fosition of the Labourer in a System of Nationalism. A Study in the
Labour Theories of the Later English Mercantilisty {Boston, Mass., 1920; rpt. New York,
1865), esp. pp. 117f.; Sombart, ‘Arbeiterverhiltnisse’ (see n. 81 above), pp. 19-51,
esp. 26 ; Braun, Industrialisierung {see n. 57 above}, pp. 1814f.

170 For an evaluation of this criticism see D). C. Coleman, ‘Labour in the English
Economy of the Seventeenth Century’, Feon. Hist. Rev,, 8 (1956), 280-95; Furniss,
Position (see n. 169 above), pp. 230ff.; Braun, frdustrialisierung (see n. 57 above],
pp- 2138

171 G. Jars, Metallurgische Reisen zur Untersuchung der vornehmsien Stahl-, Blech- und
Sieinkohtenterke in Deutschland, Schweden | .. . ] vom Jakr 1759 bis 1769, 4 vols. (Berlin,
1777-85), esp. vol. 4, p. 135,

172 V. Schwerz, Beschreibung der Landwirtschaft {see n. 57 above), vol. 1, p. 78.

173 Weber, The Protestant Eihic (see n. 91 above), p. 60.

174 This conception of ‘everyday life’ as the sphere which encompasses the economic
and socio-cultural ‘reproduction’ of social life, is treated in H. Lefebvre, Kritik des
Alltagsiebens (Mimchen, 1974), vol. 1, pp. 37f,, 203 ; for the basic categories of this
concept, of. the interesting study by Th. Kleinspehn, Der Verdringte Alltag. Henri Lefebures
maraisiische Kritth des Alltagslebens (Giessen, 1975), pp. 67ff.

175 Zincke, ‘Dirftigkeit’ (see n.- 167 above], p. 387.
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176 Coleman, ‘Labour’ (see n. 170 above), p. 290,

177 Thompson, ‘Moral Economy’ {see n. 159 above), pp. 76—136; Thompson,
however, does not deal with the ways in which the dynamic of the family economy
influences that of the moral economy; he emphasizes instead the moral economy’s origin
in a communal way of [#fe and in the symbiotic relationship which obtains between the
social patriarchalism and ‘welfare police” of the nobility and gentry and the traditional
‘consumer conciousness’.

178 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trade (see n. 67 above), p. 387; of. Sombart,
‘Arbeiterverhiltnisse’ {see n. 81 above), pp. 27 and 28; Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57
above), pp. 175, 237, cf. also O. Riihle, Flustrierte Kultur- und Sittengeschichie des Proletarials
{Berlin, 1930}, pp. 300

179 J. Beckmann, Anweisung die Rechmungen kleiner Haushalle zu fihren. Fur Anfanger
aufgesetzt, 2nd ed. (Gottingen, 1800), p. 3.

180 J. A. Ganther, Versuch einer vollstandigen Unlersuchung uber Wucker und Whuchergestze
{und itber die Mittel, dem Wucher ofine Strafgesetze Einkalt zu thun ; in politischer, justizmassiger
und mercanttlischer Ricksicht)-only vol. 1 appeared (Hamburg, 1790), p. 162.

181 F. Galiani, ‘Dialogues sur le commerce des blés” (1770%, Mélange & Economic
politique, vol. 2, ed. M. de Molinar (Paris, 1848), p. 22,

182 Anonymous, ‘Remarks upon the Serious Dissuasive from an Intended Sub-
scription for continuing the Races’ (1733), cit. in Wadsworth and Mann, Cotion Trade
{see n. 67 above), p. 392, n. 1.

183 In general: R. W. Malcolmson, Popular Recreations in English Seciety 17001850
{Cambridge, 1974), where explictt references to a proto-industrial context are made on
pp- 15, 29, 49, 52, 81, 84 and elsewhere; Thompson, Afaking of the English Waorking Class
{seen. | 10 above}, pp. 44ff.; Wadsworth and Mann, Cetten Trade {see n. 67 above), pp.
3841T; the classic source for a weaving village in Lancashire is 8. Bamford, Passages in the
Life of a Radical and Early Days, ed. by H. Dunckley, 2 vols. (London, 1893}, Ch. 1, pp.
14—16; Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 90.; ¢f. also the evidence in
Sombart, ‘Arbeiterverhiiltnisse’ (see n. 81 above], pp. 26f.

184 E. P. Thompson, ‘Time, Work Discipline, and Industrial Capitalism’, Past and
FPresent, 38 (1967), 56-97, esp. 708.; Thun, Iedustrie am Niederrhein (see n. 74 above),
vol. 1, p. 150. Here are two accounts from periods of favourable economic conditions: in
the weaver's 1own of Paisley, near Glasgow, at the end of the eighteenth century,
everyday work was stopped upon the arrival of the newspapers from London ; the papers
were read jointly and the news discussed in the streets: T. C. Smout, A4 History of the
Scottish People {London, 1969}, p. 423. Arthur Young made similar observations about
the northern-Irish linen weavers in the second half of the eighteenth century: ‘As to
health, they rarely change their possession on account of their sedentary life; they take
exercise of a different sort; keeping packs of hounds, every man one, and joining hunt
hares; a pack of hounds is never heard, but all the weavers leave their looms, and away
they go after them by the hundreds. This much amazed me, but I was assured it was very
common’; Young, Tour ¢f Freland (see n. 132 above), vol. 1, p. 141.

185 Thompson, ‘Moral Economy’ (see n. 159 above}, p. 135; E. P. Thompson,
‘Patrician Society, Plebeian Culture’, Journal of Secial History, 7 (1974), 382-405,
esp. 3911 cf. also Braun, fndustrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 1171,

186 Thompson, ‘“Time’ (see n. 183 above), pp. 72f.; Thun, Industric am Niederrhein {sce
n. 74 above), vol. 1, p. 150; Braun, fndustrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 100, 118,

187 Malcolmson, Popular Recreations (see n. 185 above), p. 15.

188 Concerning the concept of plebeian culture and its forms of articulation, cf.
Thompson, ‘Patrician Society’ (see n. 184 above), pp. 3904.

189 Cf. Braun, Industrialinierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 1178, ; Thompson, Making of the
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Englishk Working Class {(see n. 110 abave), pp. 441ff.; Thompson, ‘Patrician Society’ (see
n, 184 above), pp. 390f. ; generally: Malcolmson, Pogular Recreations (see n. 183 above),
p. 15ff., 52ff,

190 Concerning drinking-habits cf. Bamford, Passages (see n. 183 above), vol. I,
pp. 127, 135, 136; E. Striibin, Baselbieter Volksleben, 2nd ed. (Basel, 1967, p. 93;
Malcolmson, Pepular Recreations (see n. 183 above), pp. 76f.

191 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 67 above), p. 391; concerning the
social function, see the interesting evidence in Maleolmson, Popular Recreations (see n. 183
above), p. 49 for the weaving town of Halifax; an exemplary analysis of a Third World
society: C, Geertz, *Deep-Play: Notes on the Balinese Cock-Fight’, in C. Geertz, The
Interpretation of Cultures. Selected Essqys (New York, 1974), pp. 412-53.

192 Concerning the logic of socie-cultural reproduction and its forms of articulation,
see C. Geertz, “Thick Description: Toward an Interpretative Theory of Culture’, in
C. Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (see n. 190 above), pp. 3—30; Geertz, ‘Ideclogy as
a Cultural System’, in Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (n. 190), pp. 193-233,
esp. 2081, ; concerning the neglect, in Geertz’s concept of culture, of the structural
significance of socio-economic factors, see M. Douglas, ‘The Self-Completing Animal’,
The Times Literary Supplement, 3830, B August 1975, p. 886f.

193 As examples, see the evidence in Bamford, Passager (see n. 183 above), vol. 1,
pp- 1196, 130f; of. Malcolmson, Popular Recreations (see n. 183 above), pp.750;
Lefebvre, Kritik des Alliagsiebens (see n. 174 above}, vol. 1, pp. 2044,

194 There is no adequate translation for the German word ‘Offentlichkeit’. In
ordinary English language-usage the equivalent word *public’ functions primarily as an
adjective and needs some noun, such as ‘public realm’, ‘public space’, ‘public arena’
torender the full meaning of the German word. But since the word is here taken upin the
specific sense articulated by Jiirgen Habermas in his work Strukturiwande! der Offentlich-
keit. Unfersuchungen zu einer kafegorie der burgerlichen Gesellschaft (Neuwied, 1962) it is
translated as ‘public’ so that the reader is aware of the complex, specific meaning behind
my usage. The concept ‘plebeian public’, which is given concrete social substance here,
draws attention to the wide gap between the works of J. Habermas, Strdiurvandel der
Offentlickkeit and O. Negt and A. Kluge, Offentlichkeit und Erfakrung. Zur Organisations-
analyse vom biirgerlicher und proletarischer Offentlichkeit (Frankfurt, 1972). Habermas first
coined the term in the Introduction to Strekfurwande! where he briefly mentioned the
‘variant of a plebeian public which has been suppressed in the historical process’ (p. 8).
According to Habermas, the ‘plebeian public’ is contradictory within itself, since, on the
one hand, it stands in opposition to the *bourgeois public’, but on the other hand remains
oriented toward it. Negt and Kiuge also speak of the ‘plebeian public’, but consider it to
be a mere variant of the ‘bourgeois public’. They distinguish it — perhaps too
sharply — from the *proletarian public’ which ‘essentially has its roots in the production
process’ (Offenttichkeit und Erfahrung, pp. 8., n. 1). The thesis advanced here follows
neither Habermas nor Negt and Kluge; in my view, the ‘plebeian public’ historically
preceded the ‘proletarian public’ and is relatively independent of it. Both differ from
each other according to their origins in the differing social relations of production of
praoto-industrial and industrial capitalism respectively. But there are also strong
historical continuities in the forms of articulation and consciousness, in the symbols,
norins, traditions and self-understanding of both publics. Above all they have in
common the concrete reladonship which they create, within everyday life, between the
articulation of needs, the close experience of production, the production of social
experiences, and their specifically ‘public’ realization.

195 For the ‘representative public realm’ cf. Habermas, Strukturwandel (see n, 194
above), pp- 17ff.; E. P. Thompson, ‘Patrician Society, Plebeian Culture’ (see n. 185
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above} does not examine the “public’ character of *plebeian culture’ explicitly and
systematically, but he emphasizes the latter’s relative autonomy while simultaneously
pointing out its interrelationship with the ‘public theatre’ presented by the nobility and
gentry.

196 Concerning horse-races and cockfighting, see above, pp. 66 and 67, and
concerning the beginnings of dog-races, see above, n. 184.

197 Thompson, ‘Moaral Economy’ {see n. 159 above), pp. 76

198 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 37 above), pp. 196ff. ; Thun, Industric am Niederrhein
{see n. 74 above), vol. 1, pp. 94f.; Lipson, Eeoromic History (see n. 67 abave), vol. 2,
pp. 48f., 59M; Heaton, Yorkshire Woollen and Worsted Industries (see n, 131 above),
pp. 405—37; for the higher ‘crime rate’ of districts with domestic industry in comparison
with districts of factory indusry, see W. Roscher, Nationalobonomie des Hondels- und
Gewerbefletsses (Stutegart, 1881}, vol. 3, p. 535.

199 Cf. E. P. Thompson, ‘The Crime of Anonymity’, dibion’s Fatal Tree. Crime and
Society in Eighteenth Century England, eds. D, Hay et al. (London, 1975), pp. 255—34, esp.
260, 2724, 318fl.; concerning the ‘public’ character of the anonymous threatening
letters which he analyses, Thompson remarks poignantly: “The great majority adopt a
similar tone and manner of address, distinguished by the collective pronoun *we™. What
is offered is rarely a personal grievance, but the common sense of injustice of the poor as a
whole’; {The Crime of Anonymity’, p. 273).

200 Thompson, Aaking of the English Working Class (see n. 110 abave), pp. b62f.

201 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n, 37 above), pp. 203, 205, 229, 231f.; Braun
repeatedly speaks about the traditional irrational mental attitude of the domestic
producers. But he seems caught up in a modern frame of reference when he juxtaposes
this mentality to the ‘rationality’ with which they approached their work {pp. 193-203).
*Though the approach which the domestic producers took 10 their work is rational,
their attitude toward their “dynamic and technical existence’ is quite irrational and
traditional’ (p. 203). Baun’s perception seems ta be somewhat limited by the
intellectual categories of his own times, and he does not quite do justice to the proto-
industrial producers. His use of the term ‘rationality’, which is synonymous with
‘rationalism’ in his writings, is somewhat ambiguous {"The domestic worker’s mentality is
influenced by economic rationalism, . . . but he [remains] attached to the system of
beliefs of a traditional popular culture’; p. 205); but it is quite clear which eriteria
underlie his pwn understanding of a ‘rational’ action, and he measures the attitudes of the
domestic workers according to these criteria. They originate in a specific type of
econamic rationality (‘rational division of labour’, ‘economic ratonalism’) which has
anly asserted itself during the course of the victory of modern capitalism. Braun judges
the rural industrial producers according to this ‘capitalist’ rationality. It is no wonder
that their attitudes and behaviour appear to him semi-rational, if not irrational. The
fact is that their’s is a diflerent rationality, but within their own system of beliefs and
values, they do use ‘rational’ means to achieve coherent purposes, just as the *rational’
attitudes of entrepreneurs, a ‘rational’ division of labour and ‘optimal’ consumer attitudes
achieve such goals under capitalism. Braun’s attempts to analyse the behaviour of the
rural artisans are subtle, but his understanding of the dichotomy
rationality — irrationality is subjective. Far a more objective appreach to this concept see
M. Godelier, Rationality and frrationality in Feomomics {London, 1972), pp. 7-30,
303-19, esp. 303. W, Sombart speaks even more emphatically than Braun about the
‘complete jrrationality in their attitude toward life and in their organization of life’,
referring in particular to the consumer behaviour of the rual industrial producers;
Sombart, ‘Arbeiterverhiltnisse’ (see n. 31 above), p. 26.

202 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above}, pp. 95ff.; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton
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Trade (see n, 67 above), pp. 384—95; Schneider, Arbeiterhaushalt (sce n. 71 above), pp.
514 ; Troeltsch, Calwer Jenghandiungskompagnie (see n. 61 above), pp. 315f.

203 Mohl, Wirttembergische Gewerbs-Industrie {see n. 83 above), p. 52, cited in
Troeltsch, Colwer Jevghandiungskompagnie {see n. 61 above), p. 317, n. 2,

204 See the regional comparisons in G. Wiegelmann, “Volkskundliche Studien zum
Wandel der Speisen und Mahlzeiten’, in H. J. Teuteberg and G. Wiegelmann, Der
Wandel der Nahrungsgewohnheiten unter dem Einfluss der Industrinfisierung [Géttingen, 1972),
esp. pp. 225, 2676, 2764, 3154

205 V. Schwerz, Beschreibung der Landwirtschaft (see n. 57 above)}, vol. 1, p. 103.

206 Braun, Indusirialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 101ff.; B. Mandeville, The Fable of
the Bees (1714) (Harmondsworth, 1970), pp. 131ff.; cf. the important systematic remarks
in P. Bourdien, ‘Klassenstellung und Klassenlage’, in P. Bourdieu, Jur Soziologic der
symbolischen Formen (Frankfury, 1974}, pp. 43-74, esp 57f.

207 Braun, fndustrialisierung (see n. 57 above), p. 115.

208 Bamford, Passages (see nn. 183 above), pp. 1 19M., esp. 132f. about the display of
household objects in festive parades; cf. in general: Chr. Lasch, ‘What the Doctor
Ordered’, New York Review of Books, 22 (Dec. 11 1975} No. 20, pp. 50ff.

209 Braun, Industrialisterung (see n, b7 above), pp. 1194.; J. R. Gillis, Yeuth and
History, Tradition and Change in Furopean Age Relations 1770—Present (New York, 1974,
pp. 374

210 Gillis, ¥puth {see n. 209 above), pp. 45, in general ¢f. also E. Shorter, Making of
the Modern Family (see n. 116 above), pp. 1211

211 See D. Levine, Family Formation (n. 104 above), Ch. 8: ‘Illegitimacy: Marriage
Frustrated not Promiscuity Rampant’; also see the observations about a Silesian
weaving village in Penckert, Volkskunde (see n. 16 above), pp. 35f. ; see also the interesting
data on illegitimacy as a consequence of poverty and immiseration in a study which is
useless otherwise, since it is dominated by racist prejudices: B. Richter, Burkhards und
Kaulstoss. Swei Oberhessische Dirfer. Eine rassenkundliche Untersuchung {Jena, 1936}, pp. 18,
314

212 Shorter, Making of the Modern Family (see n. 116 above), pp. 80f., esp. pp. 2554, ;
cf. Shorter, ‘Illegitimacy, 8exval Revolution and Social Change in Modern Europe’,
Feurnal of Interdisciplinary History, 2 (1971}, 237-72; Shorter, ‘Female Emancipation’
fsee. n. 116 above], 605-40; for a critique of Shorter’s works cf. Lasch, “What the Doctor
Ordered’ (see n. 208 above}, pp. 50i.; cf. also above, n. 116 and n. 162.

213 Cited in Strehler, ‘Beitrdge zur Kulirgeschichte der Ziircher Landschaft’ {see n.
158 above), p. 61.

214 Thompson, ‘Patrician Society’ (see n. 185 above), p. 392.

215 Braun, Industriafisierung (see n. 57 above), p. 160.

216 Thompson, Making of the English Working Class (see n. 110 above], pp. 3474 ;
Thompson, ‘Moral Economy’ {see n. 159 above}, pp. 80fF; Braun, Industrialisierung (see
n. 57 above}, pp. 95f, 99, 100.

217 Concerning the hierarchy of uses and goods in tradidonal societies as well as the
function of money in this connection see Godelier, Rationality and frrationality (n. 201
above}, pp. 28ff.; M. Godelier, ““Salt money” and the circulation of commeodities
among the Baruya of New Guinea’, in M. Godelier, Perspectives in Marxist Anthropology
{Cambridge, 1977), pp. 127-51; P. Bohannan and G. Dalion, ‘Introduction’, in
P. Bohannan and G. Dalton, Markets in Africa (see n. 12 above), pp. 4.

218 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above), pp. 100ff., 202ff; concerning the
storage of food in peasant households, its structural conditions, and the changes in
consumer attitudes which result from its discontinuation, see Biicher, *Verbrauch’, in
Biicher, Die. Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft (see n. 22 above), vol. 2, pp. 2511,
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219 Braun, Industrialisierung (see n. 57 above}, p. 203.

220 Concerning the meaning and function of money in the socin-economic system of
traditional societies, see the literature under n. 217 above. See the interesting remarks in
P. Bourdieu, “The Attitude ol the Algerian Peasant toward Time’, in ]J. Pitt-Rivers
(ed.), Mediterrancan Countrymen (Paris/The Hague, 1964), pp. 55— 72. The often criticized
disinclination among rural industrial producers to accumnulate savings seems to arise
from this traditional attitude toward money and from its socio-structural precondition
in the family economy so that their ‘deficit spending’ cannot be adequately explained by
the superficial reference to a mentality of ‘insufficient frugality’.

221 For the Siane: R.T. Salisbury, From Stens to Steel. Economic Consequences of a
Technological Change in New Guinea {Melbourne, 1962} and the review of this work by
M. Godelier in L’Homme, 4 (1964), No. 3, pp. 118-32; also E. K. Fisk, ‘Planning in a
Primitive Economy, Special Problems of Papua New Guinea’, The Economic Record, 38
{1962}, 462—78; for the Tiv: P. and L. Bohannan, Tir Ecoromy {London, 1968),
pp. 2206 ; P. Bohannan, “The Impact of Money on an African Subsistence Economy’,
Journ. Econ. Hist., 19 (1959), 491-503; P. Bohannan and G. Dalton, ‘Introduction’ (see
n. 12 above), p. 57; for the Kwakiutl Indians: I. Goldman, “The Kwakiut! Indians of
Vancouver Island’, Cooperation and Competition among Primitive Peoples, ed. M. Mead (New
York and London, 1937), pp. 180209 and F. B. Steiner, “Notes on Comparative
Economics’, British Fournal of Sociolagy, 5 (1954}, pp. 118-29; cf. also the interpretation
in Godelier, Rationality and frrationality (see n. 201 above), pp. 298ff.

Notes to Chapter 3

1 This ‘systemic’ aspect was first emphasized by E. A. Wrigley, Population and History
{New York and Toronto, 1969, pp. 136-41; also E. A. Wrigley, “The Process of
Modernization and the Industrial Revolution in England®, Fournal of Interdisciplinary
History, 3 (1972-3), 225-59, esp. 250-3; R. Schofield, ‘“The Relationship between
Demographic Structure and Environment in Pre-industrial Western Europe’, Soziaiges-
chichte der Familie in der Neuzeit Enropas. Newe Forschungen, ed. W. Conze, Industrielle Welt,
vol. 21 (Stuttgart, 1976), pp. 147-60. In contrast to Wrigley and Schofield the
following interpretation attempts to explain the specific interrelationships between
demographic and economic factors within the proto-industrial system by looking at
their socio-structural mediation : the social relations of production in rural industry. For
a limited social stratum it thus tries to achieve what is often missing from the work of the
Cambridge Group: the fusion of the ‘history of population’ with that of ‘social structure’.

2 This behuviour ol proto-industrial populations was first statistically analysed and
systematically explained by I'r. Mendels, frdustrialization and Population Fressure in
Eighteenth Century Flanders (PhD. Diss.,, University of Wisconsin, 1970), esp. Ch. 5,
pp- 220-77; Fr. Mendels, ‘Proto-Industrialization: The First Phase of the Industrial-
ization Process’, fourn. Econ. Hist., 32 (1972), 241-61; Fr. Mendels, ‘Industry and
Marriages in Flanders before the Industrial Revolution’, Population and Economics:
Proceedings of Section V of the Fourth Congress of the International Econemic History Association
1968, ed. P. Deprez {Winnipeg, 1970}, pp. 81-93; a short summary in Fr. Mendels,
‘Industrialization and Population Pressure in Eighteenth century Flanders’, Journ, Econ.
Hist., 31 (1971, 169-71; cf. in partial contradiction of Mcndels’s results: G. Hohorst,
Wirtschafisiwachstum und Bevdlkerungsentwicklung in Preussen 1816- 1914 (New York, 1977),
Ch. 5, sects. 1 and 2, pp. 208ff.; G. Hohorst, "Bevilkerungswachstum als historischer
Entwicklungsprozess demo-6konmnischer Systeme’, Dynamik der Bevbikerungsentwickiung.
Strukturen — Bedingungen — Folgen, eds. R. Mackensen and H. Weber (Munich, 1973), pp.
91-118.
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3 See below, p. 86; a particularly clear example of the delayed adaptation of
population growth 1o worsening economic conditions is provided by the deindustrializa-
tion zones of [reland before the catastrophic onset of the famine in 1845. Especially in
the provinces with the highest industrial density, Ulsier and Connaught, a
growth-pattern existed that was characterized by a ‘growth in population, accom-
panied by a decline in domestic industries’; see L. M. Cullen, 4n Ecoromic History of
Ireland since 1660 (London, 1972), pp. 118ff,, esp. 121, cf. the numerical data given
inK., H, Connell, The Popuiation of Ireland (Oxford, 1950), pp. 247f., according to which
the populadon in the provinces of Connaught and Ulster expanded more rapidly than
that in the racher more agrarian provinces Leinster and Munster. Connaught, which
was most severely hit by deindustrialization, had the highest rate of population growth;
for Connell cf. below n. 66,

4 The following works stand out: 8. Blaschke, Bevolkerungsgeschichie ven Sachsen bis zur
Industriellen Revolution (Weimar, 1967), but see the useful and critical review of this book:
H. Harnisch, ‘Uber die Bedeutung der Bevélkerungsgeschichte ais Teil der Wirtschafts-
und Sozialgeschichie’, 7. Wirtsch. G., tv (1973), 20520, and — containing numerical
data about Prussian and Saxon regions — H. Harnisch, ‘Bevilkerung und Wircschaft.
Uber die Zuammenhinge zwischen sozialékonomischer und demographischer Ent-
wicklung im Spatfeudalismus’, 76, Wirtsch. G.,u (1975), 57-87; R. Braun, Industrialisie-
runig und Volkslehen. Verinderungen der Lebensformen in cinem lgndlichen Industrie gebiet vor 1800
(Zircher Oberland) (Erlenbach and Zurich 1960, reprinted Gottingen 1979}, Ch. 2,
pp. 59-89: ‘Wandel der Familien- und Bevilkerungsstruktur in den Industriege-
bieten’ : an English version of this chapter has been reprinted: R. Braun, ‘Proto-
indusirialization and Demographic Changes in the Canton of Zirich’, Historical Studies
of Changing Fertifity, ed. Ch, Tilly (Princeton, N.J., 1978), pp. 289-334; J. D. Chambers,
FPopulation, Economy and Seciety tn Pre-industrial England (London, 1972); J. D. Chambers,
The Vale of Trent, 1670 to 1800: A Regional Study of Economic Change, Econ. Hist. Rev.
Supplement, vol. 3 (Cambridge, 1958), pp. 19-35: ‘The Course of Popultaion Change’;
P. Deprez, “The Demographic Development of Flanders in the Eighteenth Century’,
Populativn in History, eds. D.E. G, Eversley and D.V.Glass (London, 1965},
pp. 608-31; greater emphasis is placed on the functional interaction between popu-
lation growth and the expansion of rural industries in P. Deprez, ‘Evolution démo-
graphique et évolution économique en Flandre de dix-huitiéme sigcle’, Troisieme
conference internationale & histoire economique, 4, Congres et Colloques, vol. 10 (Paris, 1972),
pp- 49- 33; N. Friberg, “The Growth of Population and its Economic Geographical
Background in a Mining District in Central Sweden 1650-1750. A Methodological
Study’, Geografiske Annaler, 38 (1956), 394 - 439; Hohorst, Wirtschafiswachstum {see n. 2
above); a pioneering work: D. C. Levine, Family Formation in an Age of Nascent Capitalism,
Studies in Social Discontinuity (New York, 1977); D, C. Levine, ‘The Demographic
Implications of Rural Industrialization: a Family Reconstitution Study of Shepshed,
Leicestershire, 1600 to 1851°, Secial Histery, 1 (1976), 177—-96; Mendels, ‘Industrialization
and Population Pressure’ (see n. 2 above) ; B. H. Slicher van Bath, Xen samenfening onder
spanning. Geschiedenis von het platteland in Ouverijssel, Historische sociografien van het
platteland, vol. 1 (Assen, 1957); B. H. Slicher van Bath, ‘Historical Demography and
Economic Development — the Netherlands’, Population and Soctal Change, eds. D. V. Glass
and R. Revelle (London, 1972), pp. 351-46; J. A. Faber, H. K. Roessingh, B. H,
Slicher van Bath, A. M. von der Woude, H. J. von Xanten, *Population Changes and
Economic Developments in the Netherlands: A Historical Survey’, 4. 4. G. Bijdragen, 12
{1963), 47-113; B. H. Slicher van Bath, ‘Contrasting Demographic Developments in
some Parts of the Netherlands during the Depression Period of the 17th and 18th
Centuries’, Population Growth and the Brain Drain, ed. F. Bechhofer {kdinburgh, 1969),
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Pp- 209-19; a remarkable chapter on population history is contained in W. Troeltsch,
Die Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie und ihre Arbetler. Studien zur Gewerbe- und Sozialgeschichte
Altwiirttembergs. (Jena, 1897), pp. 394-430: Exkurs ITI: ‘Zur aitwiirttembergischen
Bevblkerungsstatistik, insbesondere im Schwarzwaldgebiet 1650—1800°; Summaries of
research and the status of knowledge: Mendels, ‘Indusiriaiization and Population
Pressure’ (see n. 2 above), pp. 36—46 and W, Fischer, ‘Rural Industrialization and
Population Change’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 15 {1973}, 158—70. For a
remarkable research effort in regional history that is being conducted in Switzerland and
in which questions of rural industry are considered as well, cf. M. Mattmiiller,
‘Demographische Studien am historischen Seminar der Universitiit Basel’, Historische
Demographie als Sozialgeschichte. Giessen und Urmgebung im 17. und 19, Jehrhundert, vol. 2, ed.
A. Imhof, Quellen und Forschungen zur hessischen Geschichte, vol. 31 (Darmstadt,
1975), pp. 105966, esp. 10631,

5 The classic formulation of the idea that population growth is a function of the
demand for labourin A. Smith, Ar Inquiry inte the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations,
Glasgow Edition of the Works and Correspondence of Adam Smith, ed. by R. Campbell
and A. 8. Skinner, vols. | and 2 {Oxford, 1976}, vol. 1, Book 1, Ch. 8, p. 98: “The
demand for men, like that for any other commodity, necessarily regulates the production
of men; quickensit when it goes on too slowly, and stops it when it advances too fast. It is
this demand which regulates and determines the state of propagation in all the different
countries of the world, in North America, in Europe, and in China.” A new version of this
thesis, which however differentiates according to historical modes of production in
8. H. Coontz, Population Theories and the Economic Interpretation {London, 1957), pp. 1374

6 Mendels, ‘Endustrialization and Population Pressure’ (see n. 2 above)}, p. 210.

7 J. H. Bocke, Economics and Economic Policy of Dual Societies as Exemplified by Indonesia
{Haarlem, 1953), p. 194.

8 For this concept, see G. Mackenroth, Bevolkerungsiehre. Theorie, Soziologie und Statistik
der Bevolherung (Berlin, 1953), pp. 326ff, esp. 4144,

9 ]J. Dupaguier, ‘De L’animal & [’homme: le mécanisme autorégulateur des
populations traditionelles’, Revwe de Plnstitul de Seciologie, 45 (1972), 177-211; J.
Dupaquier, ‘Les débuts de la grande aventure déemographinue’, Prospectives, 3 (1974),
pp. 7-38, esp. 9. Wrigley, Population and History {see n. 1 above), pp. 45f.: *Agrarian
Societies’; Mackenroth, Bevilkerungslebre (see n. 8 above), pp. 421ff; P. Chaunu,
Histoire, science spciale. La durie, Pespace et Phomme & 'ipogue moderne (Paris, 1974), pp. 323ff.

10 K. F. Helleiner, “The Population of Europe from the Black Death to the Eve of Lhe
Vital Revolution’, Cambridge Economic History of Europe, vol. 4 (Cambridge, 1967),
pp- 1-95; survey in Wrigley, Population in History (see n. 1 above}, pp. 764.

11 R. S. Schofield in a discussion on 10 April 1975,

12 Dupaquier, ‘De I'animal a I’homme’ (see n. 9 above), pp. 194ff. ; formulated as a
model in Schofield, ‘Demographic Structure’ (see n. | above) ; Wrigley, Population and
History {n. | above), pp. 47, and esp. pp. 1111

13 Mackenroth, Bevblkerungslehre (see n. 8 above], pp. 422{L; Dupaquicr, ‘De
I’animal & I'homme’ (see n. § above), pp. 204f.; Dupaquier, ‘Débuts’. {n. 9 above),
pp. 16f; J. Hajnal, ‘European Marriage Patterns in Perspective’, Papulation in History.
Essays in Historical Demography, eds. D, V, Glass and D, E. C, Eversley {London, 1965],
pp. 101-46.

14 P. Chaunu, Le colisation de I Furope classigue (Paris, 1966), p. 203; Chaunu,
Histoire (see n. 9 above), p. 330.

15 Mackenroth, Bevilkerungsletre {see n. 8 above), p. 422; Dupaquier, ‘De "animal a
’homme’ (n. 9 above}, pp. 200f.

16 For this interrelationship see W. Abel, Agrarkrisen und Agrarkonjunkturen. Eine
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Geschichte der Land — und Ernithrungswirtschaft Mitteleuopas seit dem hohen Mittelalier, 3nd ed.
(Hamburg, 1978); M. M. Postan, “The Economic Foundations of Medieval Society’, in
M. M. Postan, Essays on Medieval Agriculture and General Problems of the Medieval Economy
{Cambridge, 1973}, pp. 3-27; M. M. Postan, ‘Medieval Agrarian Society in its Prime:
England’, The Cambridge Economic History of Eurepe, vol. 1 (Cambndge, 1966),
pp. 948 632; E. le Roy Ladurie, Les Paysans de Languedoc, (Paris, 1966), esp. vol. 1,
pp. 135if, 4158, 539ff.; concerning the function of class structure and political
domination, see R. Brenner, ‘Agrarian Class Structure and Economic Development in
Pre-industrial Europe’, Past and Present, 70 {1976), 30—75; but concerning Brenner cf.
n. 48 to the Introduction above.

17 Wrigley, Population and History (see n. 1 above), p. 111.

18 Wrigley, Population and History (see n. 1 above), p. 111,

19 See the comments in Schotield, *Demographic Structure’ (see n. 1 above); cf. the
evidence in Dupaquier, 'De 'animal 4 Phomme’ (see n. 9 above), p. 206,

20 Cf. above pp. 17ff. and below pp. 954

21 The calegories for a discussion of these connections were first developed by T, R.
Malthus, An Essay on the Principle of Population, rpt. from the 7th ed. of 1872 {New York,
1971}, Book 3, Ch. 14, pp. 376fi.: *General Observations’; the first edition of the Essay,
which still pursued mostly propagandistic purpaoses, should not be used, but instead the
completely revised second, or one of the later editions. Concerning Malthus, see the
important article by H. Linde, ‘Die Bedeutung ven Th. R. Malthus fur die
Bevdlkerungssoziologie®, Zs. fur die gesamée Staatswissenschaft, 118 {1961), 705—20; also J.
Spengler, *Malthus’ Total Population Theory: A Resiatement and Reappraisal’,
Canadian Journal of Economics and Poltfical Science, vol. 11 (1945], 83110, 234-64;
R. Jones, Literary Remains. Consisting of Lectures and Tracts on Political Economy, ed. and
introd. by W, W. Whewell {London, 1859}, pp. 67ff. ‘On the Effect of Fluctuations in
the Real Wages of Labour on the Movement of Populations’, and pp. 4744f., 517H;
concerning Jones, who was Malthus’s successor at the College of the East India
Company in Hayleybury and one of the first theoreticians of the ‘peasant economy’, see
W. Whewell, ‘Prefatory Notice’, in R. Jones, Literary Kemains, pp. ix — xl and H. Weber,
Richard Jones. Ein Fruher englischer Abtritnniger der klassischen Schule der Nationalokonomie,
Ziircher Volkswirtschaftliche Fonschungen, vol. 30 (Zurich, 1939} ; Concerning Jones’s
reception by later scholars, cf. D. Thorner, ‘Old and New Approaches to Peasant
Economics’, Subsistence Agriculture and Economic Development, ed. C. K. Wharton (London,
1970), pp. 94-9, esp. 97.

22 See above, Ch. 1, pp. 33.

23 Linde, ‘Bedeutung von Th. R. Malthus’ {see n. 21 above), p. 707.

24 Cf.D. C. Coleman, ‘Lubour in the English Economy in the Seventeenth Century’,
FEcon. Hist. Rev., 8 (1956), esp. pp. 287MF.; generally: K. Marx, Capital, vol. 1, introd. by
E. Mandel and transl. by Ben Fowkes (Harmondsworth, 1976}, Ch. 23, section 1,
pp. 762-72:*A Growing Demand for Labour-Power Accompanies Accumulation if the
Compaosition of Capital Remains the Same’; H. Grossmann, Das Akkumulations- und
Jusammenbruchsgesets des kapitalistischen System (1929), ed. W. Rosenbaum (Frankfurt,
19673, Ch. 14, pp. 396f.: 'Ein historischer Riickblick: Das Bevilkerungsproblem im
Frihkapitalismus. Der Charakter der friithkapitalistischen Kolonialpolitik; concern-
ing Grossmann’s early atlention to the mercantilists’ concern about the proto-industrial
population-problem, cf. Grossmann, ‘Aufgabe und geschichtliche Entwicklung der
amtlichen Startistik in Osterreich’, Statistische Monatsschrift (Briinn), new ser. 21 {1916),
331-426 and 676-7; Coontz, Pepulation Theories (see n. D above), pp. 1081

25 Cf. the exemplary controversy between J. H. G. v. Justi, Vellstindige Abhandlung
von denen Manufacturen und Fabriken, 2 vols. (Berlin, 1758-62), esp. vol. 1, pp. 13ff. and
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J. P. Sussmilch, Die gictliche Ordnung in den Verdnderungen des menychizehen Ceschlechts, aus der
Geburt, dem Tod und der Fortpflanzung derselben erwiesen, 2 vols., 2nd ed. {Berlin, 1761-2),
vol. 2, ch. 16, pp.45-70: ‘Von den Vortheilen der Fabriken in Ansehung der
Bevolkerung und des Reichthums® {*Concerning the advantage of manufactories from
the standpoint of populousness and riches’) and pp. 149-74: '‘Zweyter Anhang:
Prufung der Gedanken des Herrm von Justi, von dem Einfluss der Manufakturen in die
Bevijlkerung eines Landes und ob selbige in solcher Absicht dem Ackerbau vor-
zuziehen?' (*Appendix II: an examination of the opinions of Herr von Justi regarding
the influence of manufactures on the populousness of a province, and whether in this
connection they are to be prelerred to agriculture’); for the 'employment balance’
dependent an external trade, which was one of the central concepts of mercantilist
trade policy, cf. P. Mombert, Bevbikerungslehre, Grundrisse zum Studiom der
Nationalokonomie, vol. 13 {Jena, 1929}, pp. 1441, 403f.

26 K. Marx, Grundrisse. Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy, transl. by
M. Nicolaus (Harmondsworth, 1973}, pp. 604£., esp. 605; Marx, Capital 1 (see n. 24
above), Ch, 23, section 1, pp. 7621

27 Grossmann, Akkumulations- und Susammenbruchsgeselz (see n. 24 above), p. 374.

28 Malthus, Essgy (see n. 21 above], Ch. 14, pp. 376-88: ‘General Observations’,
esp. pp. 3776

29 For this central concept of Marx’s only partially developed population theary:
Marx, Grundrisse (see n. 26 above), p. 608.

30 The following construction is an attempt to apply to the specific ‘generative
structure’ of proto-industrialization, which will be treated in detailin Ch. 3, pts. 2 and 3,
the systematic demo-economic approach of Coontz, Population Theories (n. 5,
pp. 137, esp. 148ff. and 1661, to which have been added some aspects of the fertility
theory of H. Leibenstein, Economic Backwardness and Economic Growth. Studies in the Theory
of Economic Dewelopment (New York, 1957}, Ch. 10, pp. 147.: ‘Population Growth
Theory and Economic Development’, esp. pp. 1394, and H. Leibenstein, ‘An Inter-
pretation of the Economic Theory of Fertility : Promising Pach or Blind Alley P, Fournal
of Economic Literature, 12 (1974), 457-79 and Fournal of Economic Literature, 13 {1975),
469--72. Coontz and, even more so, Leibenstein developed a theory of ‘demographic
transition’, primarily in order to explain the secular decline in fertility in European and
American societies since the end of the nineteenth century. See Coontz, Population
Theories (see n. D above), pp. 137/ ; Leibenstein, ‘Interpretation’, pp. 458{, esp. 4604 ;
also H. Leibenstein, ‘The Economic Theory of Fertlity Decline’, Quarterly Journal of
Eeonomics, 89 (1957), 1-31; if their theories are to be applied to the interrelationship
between demographic and economic factors they must be modified in order to fit the
different historical context. Both Coontz, Population Thegries, pp. 1458 and Leibenstein,
Ecenomic Backwardness, pp. 59 discuss the question which is crucial to the reproductive
behaviour ol the proto-industrial household, namely the household's function in the
process of production and reproduction. This is not troue for the attempts, which
originated in the Chicago School of Econamics, to establish a micro-economic theory of’
fertility ; despite its name, the ‘household production model’ of the *New Home Economics’
is exclusively concerned with a micro-economic theory of consumer attitudes; see the
controversy with Leibenstein: M. C. Keeley, ‘A Comment on “An Interpretation of the
Economic Theory of Fertility'”, Fournal of Economic Literature, 13 (1975), 161-8.
M. Nerlove, ‘Household and Economy: Toward a New Theory of Population and
Economic Growth’, Journal of Political Economy, 82 (1974), 53200-8233; also G. 5.
Becker, ‘An Economic Analysis of Fertility’, Demagraphic and Economic Changes in Developed
Countries, Universities National Bureau Series, vol. 11 ({Princeton, N. J., 1960},
pp- 209 40; G. 5. Becker, ‘A Theory of the Allocation of Time’, Economic Journal, 75
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{1963), 463-517; G. 8. Becker, ‘A Theory of Marriage’, Journal of Pelitical Economy, 81
(1973), 813 -46 and Fournal of Political Ecomomy, 82 (1974), 811-526; also see the
systematic treatment of the subject in L, Tilly, J. W. Scout, M. Cohen, “Women’s Work
and European Fertility Patterns’, Fournal of Interdisciplinary History, 6 (1975-6}, 44776,
esp. 470

31 See below, pp. 844

32 For this concept see R, C. Geary, ‘The Family in the Irish Census of Population
Statistics’, Journal of the Statistical and Social Inguiry Seciety of Ireland (1954).

33 See above, pp. 36f.

34 5. Levine, Family Formadion (see n. 4 above), pp. 66, 807. E. R. Green, “I'he Cotton
Hand-loom Weavers in the North-East of Ireland’, Uster Journal of Archaeology,
7 (1944), 30-41, esp.36; the age- and sex-specific Auctuations in the prices for
slaves and the incomes of the work of slaves show certain similaritics; sec the evidence
in R. W. Fogel and St. Engermann, Time on the Cross. The Economics of American Negro
Slavery (London, 1974), vol. 1, pp. 726

35 Cf. above, p. 38 ; in {832, Fr. Schmidi calculated the subsistence minimum for a
handloem weaver’s family of five in the textile region of Saxon Upper Lusatia: Fr.
Schmidt, Untersuchungen iber Bevilkerung, Arbeitslohn und Pauperismus in ihrem gegenseitigen
Lusammenhang (Leipzig, 1836), pp. 298f. That subsistence minimum was to allow them
to ‘provide for their bare necessities . .. at the most difficult period of the family
economy, namely before the family could use the labour power of their first child’, It
amounted to 60 Taler and 16 Groschen. The annual income of the weaver’s family,
depending on the stage in the family life-cycle, amounted to:

1. When no child can be used to wind bobbins
a. in linen 60 T. 16 Gr.
b. in cotton 65 T. -
2, When one child winds bobbins
a. in linen 67 T. 4 Gr.
b. in cotton 1T 12 Gr.
3. When 1wo children wind bobbing
a. in linen 73 T. 16 Gr.
b. in cotton 78T. -
4. When a child leaves school und weaves during the first year
a. in linen 91 T. -
b. in cotton 97 T. 12 Gr.
in the sccond year
a. in linen 121 T. 8 Gr.
b. in cotton 130 T. -

36 Concerning child labour in general, see above, pp. 55; cf. the examples in E. P.
Thompson, The Muking of the English Working Class, 2nd ed. Pelican (Harmondsworth,
1968), pp. 3671 ; for a description of the problem, though not fur its explanation, see
E, Shorter, ‘Der Wandel der Mutter-Kind-Beziehung zu Beginn der Moderne',
Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 1 (1975), 256-87, csp. 25714

37 Cf. Leibenstein, Economic Backwardness (see n. 30 above), p. 165; Tilly, Scott,
Cohen, ‘Women's Work™ {n. 30 above), p. 472.

38 D. Levine attempted to falsify the hypothesis proposed here, using the data of his
study of the proto-industrial population of Shepshed. Contary to his expectations,
however, he arrived at a confirmation of the hypothesis established above, even for the
difficult phase of de-industrialization in Shepshed between 1825 and 1831, Even under
these adverse economic conditions, the framework knitters began to limit their families
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not immediately after marriage, but only after the survival of a sufficiently large number
of children had been assured. Sec Leving, Family Formation (see n. 4 above), pp. 80f.

39 H.Linde, ‘Generative Strukturen’, Studium Generale, 12 {1959), pp. 343-35;inthis
important work, Linde develops some central concepts which had originally been defin-
ed by G. Mackenroth. While Mackenroth had defined the concept of ‘population
structur¢’ in a rather formal manner to characterize the interrelationship and
interdependence between demo-stadistical variables, Linde made the concept of
‘population structure’ central to his historical and sociological theory of population. At
the centre of this theory lies the ‘discovery of specific generative modes of population and
their dialectic relation to modes of production’ (p. 348).

40 Marx, Capital, vol. | {see n. 24 above}, Ch. 25, sect. 4, p. 796. The same pattern of
reproductive behaviour has been observed under similar social and economic conditions
among the small peasant population in the Indian state of the Punjab; for the precise
account of a participant observer see M. Mamdani, Tke Myth of Population Control.
Family, Caste and Class in an Indian Village {New York, 1972), pp. 13ff, esp. 128ff;
Mamdani summarizes his observations: ‘people are not poor because they have large
families; they have large families because they are poor” (p. 14;.

41 F. Galiani, ‘Della Moneta’, Serittori classici italiana de economia politica. Parle moderna
3—4 (Milan, 1803}, p. 78.

42 A. Imhof tries to explain the dynamic of reproduction of proto-industrial
populations as a consequence of their financial reserves: A. E. Imhof, ‘Demographische
Stadtstrukturen der frihen Neuzeit. Gigssen in sciner Umgebung im 17. und 18.
Jahrhundert als Fallstudie’, 5. Fiir Stadtgeschichte, Stadtsoziologie und Denkmalspflege, 2
(1975), 189-227, esp. 194f,, 220f. In view of what is argued here, this thesis is
questionable, though the fact that it can be falsified in the majority of regional cases does
not necessarily exclude its validity for population-groups wheo lived under special
circumstances, like the domestically producing small peasants in Appenzell-Ausser-
rhoden and Toggenburg. Cf. the indications in Mattmauller, ‘Demographische Studien’
(see n. 4 above), pp. 1063, 10641 ; the particularities of the *symbicsis between domestic
industry and agriculture’ in these areas was already pointed out by Braun, fndustriafi-
sierung {see n. 4 above), pp. 163M, 201.

43 Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Population Pressure’ (sec n. 2 above), esp. Ch. 5,
PP 220-77; Mendels, ‘Protoindustrialization’ (see n. 2 above), pp. 249ff; Mendels,
‘Industry and Marriages’ (n. 2), pp. B1ff.

44 Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Population Pressure’ (see n. 2 above), pp. 2496

45 A particularly significant example is provided by D. Levine, Family Formation (see
n. 4 above), pp. 62f. for a local population of framework-knicters. During the depression
of trade following the American Revolution, between 1776 and 1785, the average
marriage-age of men rose considerably, but the crucial marriage age of women did not
rise; to the contrary, it continued its secular decline; nuptuality, however, did not
follow this trend, it distinetly went down during this period {p. 60). Levine observed
similar lag of the female age at marriage in response to the highly unfavourable
economic development during the final crisis of the domestic framework-knitting
industry after 1815 (p. 61). A direct connection between a continuous population
expansion and the long-term deterioration of the terms of trade was also observed by
Friberg, ‘Growth of Population’ (see n. 4 above), p. 414, 415ff,

46 Leibenstein, Ecoromic Backwardness (sce n. 30 above), p. 160.

47 Ph. Deane, W. A. Cole, Brifish Economic Growth 1688— 1959, Trends and Structure,
2nd ed. (London, 1969); Chambers, Vale of Trent (see n. 4 above), p. 20; Blaschke,
Bevolkerungsgeschichle von Sacksen {n. 4 above), pp. 79, 85, 90ff., 100f.; for Flanders:
Deprez, ‘Evolution démographique’ (n. 4 above], pp. 49 ; Mendcls, ‘Industrialization
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and Population Pressure’ (see n. 2 above), pp. 83, 109M, 124ff ; for the Netherlands: |.
de Vries, The Dutch Rural Economy in the Golden Age 1500— 760 (New Haven, Conn.,
1974), pp. 113ff,, 117f.; Slicher van Bath, ‘Historical Demography’ (scc n. 4 above],
pp- 3348.; W. Bickel, Bevilkerungsgeschichte und Bevvlkerungspolitik der Schweiz seit dem
Ausgang des Mittelalters {Ziirich, 1947}, pp. 32, ; Braun, fndustrialisicrung {see n. 4 above),
pp. 79f.; new, though preliminary results from regional historical studies in
M. Mattmiiller, Einfithrung in die Bevolkerungsgeschichte an Hand von Problemen aus dem
Schuwetzerischen (mimeographed lecture ms., 2vols., Basel, 1973 and 1974/75; Mait-
miiller, ‘Demographische Studien’ (sec n. 4 above), pp. 10631, ; for Bohemia: P. Horska,
‘L’état actuel des recherches sur I'évolution de la population des pays tchéques aux
XVIII® et XIX" siccles’, Annales de Déemographie Historigue [1967), 173-93, esp, 1744,
A. Klima, ‘The Rale of Rural Domestic Industry in Bohemia in the Eighteenth
Century’, Econ. fist. Rev., 27 (1954}, 48-56, here 50; the cvidence of Horska and Klima
arc based on the investigations of L. Karnikova, Vi ebyratelstva v ceshieh zemfch
1754- 1914 (The population development in the Bohemian countries 1754—1914)
{Prague, 1965) ; A. Petranova, ‘L'influence de développement des centres industriels sur
les structures économicques, démographiques et sociales en Bohéme de seiziéme au dix-
huitieme siécle’, Troisieme conference internationale & histoive économique, congrés et colloques,
vol. 10 (Paris, 1972), vol. 4, pp. 191-8.

48 G. Heitz, Liandliche Leinenproduktion in Sachsen 1470— 1555 (Berlin, 1961), pp. 444f.;
cf. the remarks in D. Sabean, ‘Problemc der deutschen Agrarverfassung zu Beginn des
16. Jahrhunderts. Oberschwaben als Beispiel', Revolte und Revolution in Kunropa, ed.
P. Blickle, Historische Zeitschrift, Beiheft, new ser. 4 (Munich, 1975}, pp. 132-50,
esp. 146f.; A, Wrasman, ‘Das Heucrlingswesen im Fiirstentum Osnabriick’, Mitteifungen
des Vereins fiir Geschichte und Londeskunde von Osnabruck, 42 (1919), 53—171 (will be cited as
‘1") and Mitteifungen des Veretns, 44 [1921), 1- 134 (will be cited as ‘IT’), esp. I, pp. 100.;
A, Gladen, Der Kreis Tecklenburg an der Schwelle des Jerlalters der Induvtrialisierung { Munster,
1970), pp. 1294

49 Blaschke, Bevolkerungsgeschichte von Sachsen (see n. 4 above), p. 158; the so-called
‘*Heuerlingssystem’ was particularly typical for the area of the north-west German
Grundherrschaft. Here the village communities or the Grundkherr exercised relatively firm
control over land-ownership and partially also over an industrial labouring class that
was excluded from the ownership of land. CI e.g. H. Riepenhausen, Die Entiicklung dey
bauerlichen Kulturlandschaft in Ravensberg (Diss. mat. nat., Géttingen, 1936}, pp. 107i.
Glade, Kreis Teckienburg (see n. 48 abovc), pp- 1254

50 Conccrnmg this pattern in regions of weak seigneurial and communal control, cf.
J- Thirsk, ‘Industries in the Countryside’, Essays tn the Econgmic and Sacial History of Tudor
and Smart England, ed. F.]. Fisher [Cambridge, 1961), pp. 70-88, esp. 76ff.; an
exemplary analysis of population development in an ‘industrial village® in Levine,
Family Formation (see n. 4 above), esp. pp. 38ff; cf. also the summary by Levine,
‘Demographic Implications’, {n. 4 above], p. 179.

51 E. Hobsbawm, ‘The Crisis of the Scventeenth Century' (1954), Crisis in Europe
1360- 1660, ed. T. Ashton {London, 1963}, pp. 5-58, esp. 28

32 E. Jones, ‘Agricultural Origins of EIndustry’ {1968}, in E. Jones, Agricuiture and the
Industrial Revolution (Oxford, 1974), pp. 128—42; E. Jones, ‘Afterword’, European Peasanis
and their Markets. Essays in Agrarian Economic History, eds. E. Jones and W. N. Parker
(Princeton, N. J., 1973}, pp. 327-60, esp. 3374,

53 Deane and Cole, British Econemic Growth (see n. 47 above), p. 105; Chambers,
Population, Economy and Society (see n. 4 above), pp. 31f., 141ff.; Chambers says of the
development in the intensively industrial regions of England since the middle of the
seventeenth century that ‘industry followed in the wake of demographic growth long
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betore the conventional dates of the industrial revolutiof {p. 137); Blaschke, Beailke-
rungsgeschichte von Sachsen (see n. 4 above), pp. 90, 1494 ; A, Kunze, *“Vom Bauerndor!
zum Weberdorf. Zur sozialen und wirtschaftlichen Struktur der Waldhulendérfer der
sidlichen Oberlausitz i 16., 17. und 18. Jahrhundert’, Qberlausiizer Forschungen (1961,
165 -92, esp. pp. 1844, ; Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Population Pressure’ (scc n. 2
above), pp. 97, 138ff.; Slicher van Bath, ‘Historical Demography’ (see n. 4 above),
pp- 3344

54 Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth (see n. 47 above}, p. 105; Blaschke,
Bevotkerungsgeschichte von Sachsen (see n. 4 above), pp. 90f,, 1494 ; Slicher von Bath,
‘Historical Demography’ (n. 4 abave), pp. 334ff.; De Vrics, Dutch Rural Economy (sce
n. 47 above), pp. 107ff.; Mendcls, ‘Industrialization and Population Pressure” (sce n. 2
above), pp. 1094

55 For the east-Prussian regions of Gutsherrschaft, Harnisch, ‘Bevolkerung und
Wirtschaft’ {see n. 4 above), pp. 78f. point out correctly that a new phase of population-
expansion began in the second half of the eighteenth century with the introduction of
new agricultural techniques, the disintegration of the traditional lord — peasant
relationship, and the employment of wage-labour on the estates, long before the
agrarian-retorm legislation of the early nineteenth century. The growth-rates of this
population expansion were quite similar to those of proto-industrial regions.

56 Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth (see n. 47 above), pp. 1064, esp. 112fF.;
Chambers, Population, Econemy and Suciety (see n. 4 above), pp. 116f, 136f.; L. Bein, Die
Industrie des sachsischen Vagtlandes, part 2. Die Textilindustrie (Leipzig, 1884), table 6.

57 For Prussian and Saxon industrial regions, cf. Harnisch, ‘Bevélkerung und
Wirtschaft® {see n. 4 above), pp. 70, 75f.; Deane and Cole, British Economic Growth (see
n. 47 above], pp. 128f.; Chambers, Vale of Trent (sec n. 4 above), pp. 53.; ). T.
Krause, ‘Some Aspects of Population Change 1690-1790°, Land, Labour and Pagulation in
the Industrial Revolution. Essays Presented fo J. D. Chambers, eds. E. L. Jones and G. E.
Mingay (London, 1967}, pp. 187205, esp. 199f

58 Deane and Cole, British Economic Growih (see n. 47 above), pp. 113, 120f;
W. Koellmann, “The Population of Barmen before and during the Period of
Industrialisation’, Population in Histery. Essays in Historical Demography, eds. D. V. Glass
and D. E. C. Eversley {London, 1965), pp. 588—603, csp. 591ff.; K. Goebel, Jumande-
rung zwischen Reformation und Franzosenzeil. Ein Beitrage zur vorindustriellen Bevolkerungs- und
Wirtschaftsgeschichte Wupperials 1527- 1808 {Wuppertal, 1966), esp. pp. 172

59 A. P. Wadsworth and J. de Lacy Mann, The Cotfon Trade and Industrial Lancashire
I600--1780 (1931 rpt. Manchester, 1965}, pp. 311f; Blaschke, Bevtlkerungsgeschichte von
Sachsen (see n. 4 above), pp. 1626, esp. 173f.; Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandiungskompagnie
(see n. 4 above), pp. 310f.; Slicher van Bath, Een samenlcving onder spanning (see n. 4
above}, Ch. 6.

60 De Vries, Dutch Rural Economy (see n. 47 above), pp. 1156,

61 See above, p. 35.

62 Braun, /ndusirialisierung (see n. 4 above), pp. 27, 57; L. Stone, ‘Social Mobility
in England 15300-1700°, Past and Present, 33 (1566), 16-55, esp. 310 analyses lists of
London apprentices and finds that the percentage of apprentices who migrated from
north-western England to London fell sharply between the sixteenth and the end of the
seventeenth centuries; it sank from over 5309 to under 20%; as rural industries
established themselves in north-western England. Concerning the greater stability of
residence at the local level, of. H. Charbonneau, Toursunre-au-Perche qux XVII et XVIII®
siecles. Etude de demographie historigque, INED. Travaux et Documents, vol. 35 (Paris,
1970), pp. 39%.; E. Lais, ‘Die Bevolkerung des Kirchspiels Schonau {i. Schwarzwald)
und ihre Wirtschaft im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert’ (Diss. rer. pol., Freiburg, 1921,
pp- 43f.; Levine, Family Formation (see n. 4 above), pp. 35f.
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63 See above, p. 55 and the literature under n. 109 below; concerning the
‘connection’ which existed ‘between the expansion of domestic industry in the
countryside and the shortage of servants’ in the industrial regions of Saxony before the
30-vears-war, cf. R. Wuttke, Gesindeordnungen und Gesindezwangsdienst in Sachsen bis zum
Jahre 1835, Eine wirtschaftsgeschichtliche Studie. (Leipzig, 1893), pp. 50, esp. 51; ef. also
J. Zickursch, Hundert Jahre Schlesische Agrargeschichte. Vom Hubertusburgzr f’rzea’en bis zum
Abschiuss der Banernbefreiung, ?nd ed. {Breslau, 1927), p. 135.

64 Especially the study by Levine, family Formation (scc n. 4 above); also the
interesting work by a student of Louis Henri: Charbonncau, Tourcuvre-au-Perche {see
n. 62 above), important because this demographic micro-analysis distinguishes between
occupational and social groups; important results are contained in the study stimulated
by H. Linde and G. Ipsen: H. W. Rothe, Lindhorst in Schaumburg-Lippe. Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der lindlichen Gesellschaft des niedersachsischen Bergoorlandes zwischen Weser und Leine
(Diss. phil., Géttingen, 1953), esp. Ch. 8, pp. 173L.: ‘Agrarische Ubcrbevélkerung’ and
Ch. 9, pp. 2191f.: *Die Bevolkerungsbewegung von 1651-18717; Lais, ‘Bevilkerung des
Kirschspiels Schonau’ (see n. 62 above) is based on a most selective application of the
micro-analytic methaodology of O. K. Roller, Die Einwohnerschafl der Stadt Durlach im 18.
Fahrkundert in thren wirtschaftlichen und kulturgeschichilichen Verhaltnissen dargestelll aus ihren
Stammigfeln (Karlsruhe, 1507); the results of the studies of P. Deprez partly rest on
demographic micro-analyses according to the methodology developed by Louis Henri:
Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ {see n. 4 above}, p. 609, notes 6 and 7; G. Heckh,
‘Bevolkerungsgeschichte und Bevolkerungsbewegung des Kirchspiels Bohringen auf der
Uracher Alb vom 16. Jahrhundert bis zur Gegenwart’, Archir fir Rassen- und
Gesellschafisbiologie, 33 (19391, 126—-69 i3 based on a simplified version of the family
reconstitution method and is a careful statistical analysis, though without class-specific
differentiations.

65 Charbonneau, Tourouvre-au-FPerche (see n. 62 above], pp. 35f.: a considerable
portion of the population made clogs for supra-regional markets. Between 1715 and 1770,
the mdustrial population comprised 20%, ol all married men, the grea.t majority were
employed in agriculture; Rothe, ‘Lmdhorst in Schaumburg-Lippe’ (sce n. 64 above]),
pp. 173f.: a flax-spinning and linen-weaving cottager and lodger population in a north-
west German ‘Meierhof” settlement; Heckh, ‘Bevolkerungsgeschichte . . . des Kirch-
spiels Bohringen’ {see n. 64 above): a considerable percentage of the population span
flax and wove linen either as a primary or a subsidiary occupation in this south German
partible-inheritunce village since the eighleenth century; uccording 1o the Beschreibung
des Qberamts Urach (Stuttgart/Tubingen, 1831}, pp. 1516, about 25%] of Bihringen
houscholds were those of weaver masters; according to Heckh, p. 167, a much larger
percentage of industrial households must be assumed for the period of the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries: a census of 1810 mentions 29 household heads as farmersin a
population of 657, i.e. 239, of all households if an average household size of 5 persons is
assumed; 100 heads of households, i.e. 77%, of all households, are designated as
‘merchants, professionals, inn-keepers and artisans’.

66 Chambers, Vale of Trent (seen. 4 above), pp. 511, see esp. the table on p. 52 which,
for the marriage-ages of men, shows considerable diflerences between farmers, hus-
bandmen, and labourers on the one hand, and framework knitters on the other. For
women the age at marriage varies less between the diflerent social groups, but here, tou,
that of the framework knitters is the lowest. Charbonneau, Touroupre-au-Perche (see n. 62
above), p. 75: the wooden shoe makers have the lowest male age at marriage of all the
social and occupational groups of the village ; Rothe, Lindhorst in Schaumburg-Lippe (see
n. 64 {above), pp. 223f.: during indusirial beom-periods, the age at marriage of Lthe
spinning and wcaving cottager and lodger population rapidly declined below the
marriage age of peasants and smallholders; Levine, Family Formation {see n. 4 above),
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pp- 64f.; Krause, "Aspects of Population Change’ {see n. 57 abave), esp, pp. 2011;
Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ (see n.4 above), p.615; for the pardally
industrial regions of Ircland, sce Connell, Population of Treland (see n. 5 above), pp. 264,
40,42 ; Connell’s hypothesis that there exists a conncction between the low marriage age
and rapid population expansion in Ireland since the second half of the eighteenth
century has been much debated, see esp. the critique by M. Drake, ‘Marriage and’
Population in Ireland, 1740-1845°, Eeon. Hist. Rev., 16 (1965}, 301-13. But cven when
Connell’s data are disaggregated and analysed according to region, occupation, and
social class, his thesis still holds; cf. J. Lee, “Marriage and Population in Pre-famine
Ireland’, Econ. fist. Rev., 21 (1968), 283-95. This is particularly true for the intensively
industrial districts of Ulster and Connaught. An interesting deviation from the historic
European pattern was observed for the rural domestic rugmakers in Turkey; here the
marriage-age of peasant daughters is relatively low owing to the brideprice which their
parents get. But in villages with an intensive rugmaking industry, the female marriage
age is considerably higher, since the daughters, by working in the houses of their parents,
contribute more to the family income than can be achieved through the brideprice in the
marriage-market; cf. K. ¥Franz, Das Dorf Icadipe. Ethnographische Untersuchung einer
anatolischen ladlicken Gemeinde (Diss. phil., Berlin, 1969), pp. 144ff. and esp. 3041,

67 Cf. the exemplary analysis and evidence in Levine, Family Formation (see n, 4
above), pp. 64ff; Deprez, ‘Evolution démographique’ (see n. 4 above), p. 51.

68 Levine, Family Formation (see n. 4 above), pp. 611, 80ff.; Deprez, ‘Demographic
Development’ {n. 4 above], p. 613: a tabic about changes in the marriage-age of the
rural industrial population near Ghent {Chatellenie le Vieuxbourg).

69 Levine, Family Formation {see n. 4 ubove], pp. 62£

70 E. A, Wrigley draws the following general conclusion from his exemplary sindy of
the conditions in Colyton (Devonshire) between 1538 and 1837: “The male mean,
medians and modces [of the age at marriage] were notably sticky. Men entered married
life at much the same time for almost three hundred years { ... ] but they proved
remarkably flexible in their judgement of what constituted an acceptable age in their
brides’, E. A. Wrigley, ‘Family Limitation in Pre-industrial England’, Ecan. Hist. Rev.,
19 (1966), 82—109, esp. 88. Wrigley’s study ol the population of Colyton is especially
interesting here, because D. Levine has followed up on the important unpublished thesis
by W. G. Hoskins, The Rise and Decline of the Serge Industry in the South West of England with
Special Reference to the Eighteenth Century (ML.Sc. thesis, University of London, 1929), and
established that the rise of the female age at marriage in Colyton since the sccond half of
the seventeenth century which Wrigley had found, and the subsequent limitation of
fertility were at least partially a response of an industrial rural cottager and smallholder
population to the deindustrialization crisis of the *0Old Draperies’ in southwestern
England. Levine, Family Formation (see n.4 above), Ch.7: 'Colyton Revisited’,
pp- 103, Hoskins’s and Levine’s resuits increase the socio-economic plausibility of the
demographic behaviour of Colyton's population, which had already been characterized
as a ‘cottar pattern of marriage” in Michael Drake, FPopulation and Society in Norway
1735—1865 (Cambridge, 1969), p.159, n.1; cf. E. A. Wrigley, ‘The Changing
Occupational Structure of Colyton over Two Centuries’, Local Population Studies (1978).

71 Charbonneau, Tourouvre-au-Perche (see n. 62 above}, p. 75; Rothe, Lindhorst in
Schawmburg-Lippe (see n. 64 above), pp. 2231

72 Rothe, Lindhorst in Schaumburg-Lippe (see n. 64 above}, p. 225 cf. also the data for
the two villages Adegem and Elverselein Deprez, ‘Demographic Development” (see n. 4
above), p. 615; these two villages are ‘hall industrial and hall agrarian in character’
{p. 621). In Elversele, the rise in the marriage-age during the cighteenth century
coincides with the decline of rural industry and the turn towards agricultural labour

{p. 623).
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73 Cf. the data series in Chambers, Vale of Trent (see n. 4 abave), p. 52; Levine,
‘Demographic Implications’ (n. 4), p. 108; Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ {n. 4},
p- 615 (Chatellenie de Vieuxbourg).

74 Charbonneau, Tourouzre-au-FPerche (see n. 62 abave), p. 75; Rothe, Lindhorst in
Schaumburg-Lippe (see n. 64 above), pp. 225f.

75 Drake, Popuiation and Society in Norway (see n. 70 above), pp. 133-49, esp. 138f;
M. Drake, ‘Age at Marriage in the Pre-industrial West’, Population Growth and the Brain
Drain, ed. E. Bechhofer (Edinburgh, 1969), pp. 196-208.

76 Cf. Rothe, Lindhorsi in Schaumburg-Lippe (see n. 64 above), pp. 2258 ; the statistical
data of group-specific marital behaviour in Charbonneau, Tourounre-gu-Perche {see n. 62
above}, p.87 shows a strong affinity between ‘sabotiers’ and the daughters of
‘manouvres’, but not between ‘sabotiers’ and the daughters of ‘labaureurs’ (relatively
prosperous tillage farmers). In the weavers’ village Vraiville, in Normandy studied by
M. Ségalen, marriages between weavers and the daughters of full-scale farmers
{Vollbaurn) frequently accurred at the beginning of proto-industrial development, but
here, too, the marriages between weavers and the daughters of day-labourers {*journa-
liers’} predominated. The expansion of industrial production was accompanied by a
growing endogamy sa that increasingly weavers married each other, and this behaviour
did not change during the phase of deindustrialization; cf. M. Ségalen, Nuptialité ef
atlignee, Le Choix du conjoint dans une commung de ' Eure {Paris, 1972}, pp. 771

77 Levine, Family Formation {see n. 4 above), pp. 61, 65f,, 78f. Cf. the remarkable
stability of the female marriage-age in Bihringen during the crisis period 1800-1850 in
Heckh, ‘Bevolkerungsgeschichte ... des Kirchspiels Bohringen' {see n. 64 above),
p. 152; for Ireland, of. the evidence about the development of the marriage-age between
1830 and 1840 in the partially industrial, impoverished district of Connaught and in the
agrarian districts of Munster and Leinster: Connell, Population of Ireland {see n. 3 above},
p- 43; concerning the percentage of persons ever married, cf. the interesting tables in
Gladen, Kreis Tecklenburg {see n.48 above), p.119; contrary to Gladens own
interpretation (pp. 1994}, these tables do not indicate a consistent dechine in the
percentage of the married population, but a small rise during the crisis period after 1830,
which suggests a ‘generative structure’ different from the structure that was ‘typical
during the pre-industrial phase’.

78 Levine, ‘Demographic Implications’ (see n. 4 above], pp. 185{.

79 See above, pp. 9%

80 Concerning the fact that the emigrartion of families predominated over all other
patterns of emigration, see Gladen, Kreis Tecklenburg (see n. 48 above), pp. 1391, esp.
150; of. Wrasman, ‘Heuerlingswesen’ 11 (n. 48), pp. 82f

81 Cf. the figures for marital fertility in Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ {see
n. 4 above}, pp. 620, 622; cf. the interpretation in Fischer, 'Rural Industrialization
{n. 4}, pp. 166f.; Chambers, Fale of Treat (n. 4}, p. 53; Harnisch, ‘Bevolkerung und
Wirtschaft’ (n. 4), table 13, p. 76.

82 Heckh, ‘Bevélkerungsgeschichte . . . des Kirchspiels Bohringen’ (see n. 64 above),
p- 157; Levine, ‘Demography of Rural Industrialization” {see n. 4 above), p. 185.

83 F. Lorimer, Culture and Human Fertility {New York, 1954), pp. 511

84 CI the data in P. Goubert, ‘Legitimate Fertility and Infant Mortality in France
during the Eighteenth Century: a Comparison’, Population and Secial Change, eds. D, V,
Glass and R. Revelle {London, 1972}, pp. 321-30 for three communities in the interior
of Brittany (La Guerche, Saint-Aubin, Saint-Méen) which were famous for their
production of fine linen during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; for the socio-
economic structure of these communities, cf. Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Popula-
tion Pressure’ (see n. 2 above), pp. 41f. The data for the entire region in Y. Blayo and L.
Henri, ‘Données démographiques sur la Bretagne et I'Anjou de 1740 4 1829°, Annales de
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Démographie Historigue (1967), pp. 91-171, esp. 117, make it doubtful, hawever, that
the high-average marriage-age in the three villages, assumed by Goubert, is characteris-
tic for the rural industrial producers. Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ [see n. 4
above), p. 617; concerning the lengthening of intervals between births and the
reduction of marital fertility due to special waorking conditions, cf. Charbonneau,
Tourouvre-au-Perche (see n. 62 above), pp. 107, 118f. and esp. 146f.

85 For this and the following theme see Levine, Family Formation (see n. 4 above),
pp. 73, 79.

86 D. Levine, The Demographic Implications of Rural Industrialization: a Family
Reconstitution Study of Two Leicestershive Vitlages, 1600—1815 {Ph.D. Diss., Cambridge
University, 1974}, p. 118.

87 In general: H. J. Habakkuk, Papulation Growth and Economic Development since 1750
{Leicester, 1971}, pp. 35ff.; Krause, “Aspects of Population Change’ (see n. 57 above),
pp- 193f; cf. the micro-analytic evidence in Levine, Famuly Formation (see n, 4 above),
pp. 71t

88 Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ (see n. 4 above), pp. 6231, ; Heckh, ‘Bevo-
lkerungschichte . . . des Kirchspiels Bohringen’ (see n. 64 above}, pp. 1374 Troeltsch,
Calwer Jeughandlungskompagniz (see n. 4 above}, pp. 419ff.; for child mortality in
particular: Goubert, ‘Legitimate Fertility” (see n. 84 above}, pp. 326, ; Levine, Family
Formation (see n. 4 above), pp. 68ff. cf. the table in Levine, Demographic Implications (see
n. 4 above), p. 188,

89 See the comparative data in Goubert, 'Legitimate Fertility’ (see n. 84 above),
pp- 326f.; Deprez, ‘Demographic Development” (see n. 4 above), pp. 623 ; Harnisch,
‘Bevélkerung und Wirtschaft® (n. 4 above), pp. 66f.

90 Charbonneau, Toureuvre-au-Perche (see n., 62 above), pp. 172ff.: comments upon
the near-absence of ‘inégalité devant la mort’ among the different population-groups ol
Tourouvre.

91 Cf. e.g. G. Schmoller, ‘Die geschichtliche Entwicklung der Unternchmung, 5:
Hausindustrie’, fehrbuch fir Geselzgebung, Verwaltung und Volkswirtschaft, 14 (1890),
105376, esp. 1061 ; G. Schmoller Grundriss der allgemeinen Volkswirtschafisiehre, 2nd ed.
(1908], vol. 1, p. 490; but see also Fr. Engels who, in The Condition of the Waorking Class in
England (1845) (Oxford, 1958}, p. 10, views rural industry rather idyllically in contrast
with the conditions of the early factories. Cf. all the evidence in W. Sombart, ‘Die
Hausindustrie in Deutschland’, Archiv fir soziale Gestzgebung und Statitik, 4 (1891),
103-36, esp. 148

92 Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ {see n. 4 above), pp. 62441, ; Levine, Family
Formation (n. 4 above), pp. 72{.; Imhof, ‘Demographische Stadtstrukturen’ (see n. 42
above), p. 220.

93 Deprez, ‘Demographic Development’ (see n. 4 above), p. 625; Levine, Family
Formation {n. 4 above), p. 72; cf. Heckh, ‘Bevilkerungsgeschichte . . . des Kirchspiels
Béhringen' (see n. 64 above), pp. 143f,, in comparison with the data of the male
population: Heckh, pp. 144f.

94 Levine, ‘Demography of Rural Industrialization’ (see n. ¢ above), pp. 1924.:
‘Appendix: Calculating a Net Rate of Reproduction’.

95 Wrigley, ‘Process of Modernisation’ {see n. 1 above), p. 257.

96 Here especially Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Population Pressure’ (see n, 2
above), pp. 220ff. and the other works by Mendels listed under n. 2; the classic studies of
the *ancien régime démographique’ are J. Meuvret, ‘Les crises des subsistences et la
démographie de la [rance d"Ancien Régime’, in: J. Meuvret, Etudes histoire economique,
Cahiersdes Annales, vol. 32 (Paris, 1971}, pp. 271-8, firstin Popalation, | {1946); cf. also
J. Meuvret, ‘Les mouvements des prix de 1661 a 1715 et leur répercussions’ {1944), in:
Meuvret, Etudes, pp. 85-85, here 94f,
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97 See the comments of P. Goubert, Beauvais et e Beauvaists de 1600 & 1 730. Contribution
a Phistoire soctale de la France du XVII sigcle. 2 vols. (Paris, 1960), vol. 1, pp. 604f; no
systematic treatment, but empirical evidence in Chambers, Population, Economy, Seciely
{see n. 4 above), pp. 128f.

98 Cf. Meuvret, ‘Crises’ {see n. 96 above), p. 278.

99 C. E. Labrousse, Esquisse du mouvement des frrix et des revenues en France au X VII® siecle,
2 wvols., Collection scientifique d’économie politique, vol. 3 (Pars, 1933}; C. E.
Labrousse, La crise de Uéconomie frangaise a la fin de P Ancien Régime et au début de la Révolution
(Paris, 1944); C. E. Labrousse, ‘Les ruptures périodiques de la prospérité: les crises
économiques du XVIII®siécle’, in C. E. Labrousse et al., Histoire économigue ¢t sociale de la
France, vol. 2: De dernigrs temps de Page seigneurial aux préfudes de Page industriel ( 1660 1789)
(Paris, 1970), pp. 526-66.

100 Goubert, Beauvais {see n. 97 above), p. 48,

101 Meuvret, ‘Crises’ (see n. 96 above}; also J. Meuvret, ‘“Rétlexions d’un historien
sur les crises démographiques aigues avant le XVIIT Siécle’, Problémes de mortalite. Actes
du colloque miernational de demographie histortgue, Congrés et colloques de I'Université de
Liége, vol. 33 [Liége, 1965), pp. 93-7.

102 Goubert, Beauvais {see n. 97 above), pp. 45-59.

103 Labrousse, Fsquisse (see n. 99 above); Labrousse, Crize (n.99 above),
pp- xili-xvi and 172-84; Labrousse, ‘Ruptures’ {n. 99 above), pp. 529-63.

104 D. 5. Landes, “The Statistical Study of French Crises’, Journ. Econ. Hist., 10
(1950), 195-210, esp. 195.

105 J. Meuvret partally corrects the perceptions of Labrousse in Meuvret, Etudes
fsee n. 96 above}, pp. 41ff. A good summary of the problems for France is provided by
Louise Tilly, “The Food Riot as a Form of Political Conflict in France’, JFournafl of
Interdisciplinary History, 2 (1971-2), pp. 35

106 Abel, Agrarkrisen und Agrarkonjunktur (see n. 16 above), pp. 22f.; W. Abel,
Massenarmut und Hungerkrisen im vorindustriellen Ewropa. Versuch etner Synopsis (Hamburg,
1974), pp. 2790.; cf. already W. Abel, ‘Wirtschaftliche Wechsellagen®, Berichte itber
Landwirtschaft, N.F. (1938), pp. 7ff

107 Labrousse, ‘Ruptures’ (see n. 99 ahove), pp. 5458 ; cf. also the exampiesin Abel,
Masserarmut (see n. 106 above), pp. 191

108 Goubert, Beauvais (see n. 37 above), p. 75.

109 Goubert, Beauvais (see n. 97 above), pp. 6164

110 For the difference between ‘mortality crisis” and *crisis mortality’, see J. Ruwet,
‘Crises de mortalité et mortalités de crise & Aix-la-Chapelle (XVII® debut du XVIII®
sieclel’, Problemes de mortalite (see n. 101 above), pp. 379-408.

111 Here esp. Goubert, Beauvais (see n. 97 above), pp.604-17; cf. R. Lee,
‘Population in Pre-industrial England: An Econometric Analysis’, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 87 (1973), 582-607.

112 Adam Smith versus M. Messance, Récherches sur la population des généralités
d Auvergne, de Lyon, de Rouen, et de quelgues provinces et villes du royaume, avee des réflexions sur la
valeur de bled tant en France gu’en Angleterve, depuis 1674 jusqu’en 1764 (Paris, 1766), cit. in
Smith, Wealth of Nations, vol. 1 (sce n.5 above), Book 1, Ch, 8. p, 102,

113 This was first pointed out to me by E. A. Wrigley; French historical demo-
graphers have devoted a considerable amount of attention to this problem, but they
have been specifically interested in the difference in the behaviour patterns of city and
countryside. Cf. esp. J. P. Bardet, ‘La démographie des villes de la modernité
(XVI—XVIII® siecles). Mythes et réalités’, Annales de Dimographie Historigue {1974},
101-26, esp. 120ff.; F. Lebrun, 'Démographie et mentalités: les mouvements des
conceptions sous ’Ancien Régime’, Annales de Demographic Historigue {1974), 45-50; cf.
the general remarks, based on his own field studies, in A. E. Imhof, ‘Dic nicht-
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nementliche Auswertung der Kirchenbicher von Giessen und Umgebung. Die
Resultate’, Historische Demographie als Sozialgeschichte. (iessen und Umgebung vom 17, zum f8,
Fahrhundert, ed. E. A. Imhof, Quellen und Forschungen zur hessischen Geschichite,
vol. 31 {Darmstadt, 1975), vol. 1, pp. 85-277, esp. 2454

114 Lais, ‘Bevolkerung des Kirchspicls Schonau’ {see n. 62 above), pp. 22ff. (births),
Pp- 29f. (marriages}, p. 34 {(adult mortality) ; Lais, p. 22: table of the long-term trends of
seasonal fluctuations of births in the parish Schonau 1670—1810. The table shows the
number of births in 1000 that occurred during different seasons:

Time Jan.—  April-  July - Oct.— differ-
periods March June Sept. Dec. Winter Summer ence
16701700 313 216 211 260 573 427 146
1700-1730 274 208 216 302 576 434 132
1730-1760 293 212 218 277 570 430 140
17601790 287 225 225 263 550 450 100
1750-1810 281 227 228 264 345 455 90

115 Cf Lais, ‘Beviolkerungsgeschichte des Kirchspiels Schinau’ (see n. 62 above),
pp- 564, esp. 70fL.: intensive cotton spinning done by women and children since the
middle of the eighteenth century and industrial wood-working done by the men.

116 Bardet, ‘Démographie des villes’ {see n. 113 above), p. 123.

117 The great food crisis of 1771—-4 in central Europe provides un example which
ought to be pursued further in demographic case studies; in the industrial regions
Minden, Ravensherg, Tecklenburg-Lingen, and Silesia, in any case, the cffects of the
crisis were weaker than in neighbouring agrarian regions. Cf. the interesting, though
aggregate data in O. Behre, Geschichte der Statistik in Brandenburg-Preussenbis qur Grindung
des Kimiglich-Stabistischen Bureaws (Berlin, 1905), p. 450 (Minden, Ravensberg, and
Tecklenburg-Lingen) and 452 {Schlesien); this case, however, is contrasted by the
example of the industrial regions of Electoral Saxony : Blaschke, Bevtlherungsgeschichte von
Sachsen (see n. 4 above), p. 127, ; Blaschke, remarkably, does not ascribe the distinctive
‘surplus of deaths’ in the proto-industrial regions of S8axony to the downturn of the
industrial conjuncture, i.e. to a crisis of the ‘type ancien’, but to the incomplete
organization of the cereal markets and the bad regional transportation system which
could not deal with the sudden rise in the demand for grain {pp. 126, 128f.). But this
example should be clarified in the light of the possibilities outlined below on p. 93 and
in n. 124, since the counter factual procedure chosen by Blaschke, which calculates the
‘total losses” of the population, does not provide precise insights into the characteristics of
the individual demographic variables during the hunger year of 1772. For England see
Chambers, Vale of Trent (see n. 4 above}, pp. 23ff; for France P. Goubert, ‘Révolution
démographique au XVIII® siecle’, in Labrousse et al., Histoire économigue (sec n. 59
above), pp. 55—84, esp. 64f.; but cf. also the different opinion below, p. 118f. and Ch. 4,
n. 140.

118 Chambers, Vale of Trent (see n. 4 above), p. 27.

119 J. Meuvret, ‘Les oscillations des prix des céréales au XVII® et XVII1®siécles en
Angleterre et dans les pays de bassin parisien’, in Meuvret, Efudes (see n. 96 above],
pp. 113-24, esp. 124; concerning the disappearance of the crises of the old type in general
and its demographic consequences, cf. Meuvret, ‘Crises’ (see n. 96 abaove), pp. 275, ;
also Goubert, Beauvais (see n. 97 above), pp. 598, and esp. Goubert, ‘Révolution
démographique’ (see n. 16 above), pp. 621
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120 Levine, Family Formation {see n. 4 above), pp. 100f. provides a typical example
for the subsistence crisis ol 1727-30 In the agrarian regions of Leicestershire: in the rural
‘industrial village® of Shepshed the crisis had almost no demographic consequences,
whereas in the agrarian village of Bottesford it assumed all the classic characteristics ofa
‘crise demographique de type ancien’; but ¢f. also the deviating pattern in Nottingham-
shire during the same period in Chambers, Vale of Trent {see n. 4 above), p. 30.

121 See beiow, pp. 1191

122 Malthus, Essay (see n. 21 above), pp. 378, esp. 379; <. Goubert, ‘Révolution
démographique’ {see n. 117 above), pp. 64f.

123 Chambers, Population, Economy and Society (see n. 4 above), pp. 118f

124 Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungshompagnic (see n, 4 above), p. 421; Goubert,
Beauvais (see n. 96 above}, vol. 1, pp. 478, 78, and the graphs in Beguvais, vol. 2,
pp. 56f.: the divergent ‘conjunctural’ patterns of the farming village Auneuil and the
weavers’ village Mouy during the crisis period at the end of the seventeenth century
provide an early, very instructive example. While Auneuil develops all the characteri-
stics of a crisis of the “type ancien’ in 1693—4, in Mouy these characteristics are partially
concealed or modified: a distinc ¢risis mortality occurs in conjunction with a less clearly
delineated deeline in the number of marriages, and the curve of the conecept-
ions — though their absolute number goes down markedly — declines less suddenly and
more gradually, which indicates that the population in Mouy responded 1o the crisis
more ¢lastically than that of Auneuil. See the interpretation below, pp. 118f. and Ch. 4,
n. 140.

Notes to Chapter 4

1 The younger historical school of German political economists has devoted
considerable attention to the different phases and types of relations of production in
‘domestic industry’. Cf. e.g. K. Biicher, ‘Die gewerblichen Betriebssysteme in ihrer
geschichtlichen Enwwicklung’, in K. Biicher, Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft, 11th ed.
{Tiibingen, 1919}, wvol.l, pp. 161-96; K. Biicher, the article ‘Gewerbe’, in
Handwirterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 3rd cd. (1909), vol. 4, pp. 847-80; G. Schmoller,
Grundriss der allgemeinen Volkswirtschaftslehre, Tth 10 111th ed. (Leipzig, 1908}, vol. 1,
pp- 430-554; cf. also O. Schwarz, ‘Die Betriebsformen der modernen Grossindustrie®,
Zs. fiir die gesamte Steatswissenschaft 25 (1869), 535-629, esp. 546-9, 616-23. Still
stimulating: V. 1. Lenin, The Development of Capitalism in Russia (Moscow, 1956}, esp.
Chs. 5 and 6 about the rural kustar’ industries of Russia which during this period,
however, stood already beside a fully developed industrial capitalism in other industries
and other countries. General surveys in which considerable attention is paid to the
relations of production : E. V. Tarlé, L'industrie dans les campagnes en France 4 la fin de Pancien
régime, Bibliothéque d’histoire moderne, vol 11 (Paris, 1910}. P. Mantoux, The
Industrial Revolution in the Eighteenth Century, 2nd ed. (1961); Maurice Dobb, Studies in the
Development of Capitalism, 2nd ed. (London, 1963) ; cf. P. M. Sweezy, M. Dobbetal., The
Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism (1954) (Patna, 1957), republ.: R. Hilton, ed., The
Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism (London, 1976). In the Soviet Union, scholars are
working on a comprehensive and comparative study about the genesis of capitalism; see
A. N. Chistozvonov, ‘Uber die Arbeit der Sektion “Genesis des Kapitalismus” . . ’, 7.
Wirtsck. G. (1973), pt. 3, 225-39. — Concerning the relations of production in German
industry during this period, see the interesting contributions made in the unpublished
working papers of the ‘Forschungsseminar Kuczynski 1952° (unpubl. working papers)
J- Kuczynski and 1. Losche, ‘Einleiwung’; R. Berthold, ‘Zur Geschichte der Entwick-
lung der Produktionsverhiltnisse in der wiirttembergischen Zeugmacherei von der
Mitte des 16. bis zur Mitedes 18, Jahrhunderts’, report 1; P. Stulz, *Zur Geschichte der
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Entwicklung der Produktionsverhilinisse in der lindlichen westfalischen Leinen-
produktion in der Zeit von 1430 bis 17507, report 2; D. Lésche, ‘Zur Geschichte der
Entwicklung der Produktionsverhiltnisse in der Leinen- und Barchentproduktion
oberdeutscher Stadte von 1450 bis [750°, report 3; H. Hoffmann, ‘Diskussion {iber den
gesellschaftlichen Charakeer des Verlages'; an extended version of another contribution
was published under G. Heitz, Landliche Leinenproduktion in Sachsen 1470— 1555, Deutsche
Akademie der Wissenschaften in Berlin. Schriften des Instituts fiir Geschichte, 2nd
series, vol. 4 (Berlin, 1961). — Although these questions have long been of concern to
scholars of different orientations, nobody, to my knowledge, has yet attempted 10
establish explicit models for the relations of production which oceur in different rural
industrics. Such models would shed light on the laws of their functioning, on the
relationship of the different relations of production to each other — especially the
conditions under which a trangition occurs from one set of relations to another — as well
as on the conncection between the relations of production and other aspects of the socio-
economic process. Such explicit models are also lacking in E. Marz, Einfukrung in die
Marxsche Theorie der wirtschaftlichen Entwickiung. Frihkapitalismus und Kapitalismus der freien
Konkurrenz (Vienna, 1976).

2 Wallerstein, The Modern World-System. Capilalist Agriculture and the Origing of the
European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (New York etc. 1974), pp. 87- 100, 126f,
3530f. Wallerstein overlooks the fact that, in spite of the basic connection between core
and periphery, the inner logic of the Gutswirtschaft is fundamentally different from thac of
the capitalist system as analysed by Marx; see W. Kula, Theorie économique du systeme
feodal. Pour un modéle de Peconomie polonaise 16°— 18° sikcles, Civilisations et sociétées, vol, 15
(Paris etc. 1970}. Furthermore, by asserting that the world system was nothing but

‘capitalist’ from its very bcgmnmg in the sixteenth century, Wallersiein does little to
promote a [horouqh analysis of the grear distance between merchant capltahsm in the
sixteenth to industrial capitalism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

3 Biicher, ‘Gewerbe’ (see n. 1 above), p. 867.

4 According to R. Wissell, Des alten Handwerks Recht und Gewohnhedt, 2nd ed., ed. by
E. Schraepler, Einzelversffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission zu Berlin, vol. 7
{Berlin, 1974}, vol. 2, pp. 439-45 this was not originally true; but beginning in the
fiftcenth and up to the seventeenth centuries, women were increasingly excluded from
the guild crafts. Since then, women worked as guild artisans only in exceptional cases,
and this sitnation was hardly at all changed by the occasional government decrees at the
end of the eighteenth century which specifically admitted women to the guilds.
Similarly, B. Brodmeier, Dic Frau im Handwerk in historischer und moderner Sicht,
Forschungsberichte aus dem Handwerk, vol. @ (Minster, 1963}, pp. 11-51. The
cotton-lawn weavers of Hol'in the sixteenth century provide an example of a craft that
consisted primarily of female masters and apprentices: E. Dietlein, Das Textilgewerbe der
bayrischen Stadé Hof von [500-1870. Eine wirlichgfisgeschichtliche Studie (Diss. phil.,
Erlangen, 1921}, pp. 138f., 141f. For purposes of comparison with concentrated rural
industry, it remains to investigate more closely to what extent — despite the more and
more strictly enforced exciusion of women from the guilds — the opportunity remained
for masters on the one hand to allow fernale members of their family to work alongside
them, and on the other hand to employ servant girls for ancillary and subordinate rasks.
In eertain cities this kind of women's employment existed, in others it was prohibited:
Brodmeier, Frau (cited above), esp. pp. 20f.; cf. also L. Bittner, ‘Das Eisenwesen in
Innerberg-Eisenerz bis zur Griindug der Innerberger Hauptgewerkschaft im Jahre
1625, Archiv fur ésterreichische Geschichte, 89 (1901), 431-646, esp. 549, 551;
R. Stahlschmidt, Die Geschichte des eisenverarbeitenden Gewerbes in Nurnberg von den ersten
Nachrichten im 12.— 13. Fh. ks 1630, Niirnberger Werkstiicke zur Stadt-und Landesges-
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chichte. Schriftenreihe des Stadtarchivs Niirnberg, vol.4 (Nuremberg, 1971),
pp. 182—4; E. Wiest, Die Entwicklung des Nurnberger Gewerbes zwischen 1648 und 1806,
Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, vol. 12 (Stuttgart, 1968}, pp. 681,
70, 81f.

5 1. Pinchbeck, Women Workers and the Industrial Revolution 17501850 (1930; rpt.
London, 1969], pp. 7. on agriculture, pp. 111-47, 157- 82, 20235, 270-81 on rural
industries.

6 The work of women and children was very common in rural industry. Little is
known, however, about the shaping of production processes within the family, which
must have differed according to industry and according to the level of the division of
labour in the society. It seems exaggerated, though, to picture the proto-industrial
family as a ‘miniature factory’, as is done by 1. Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 5
above), pp. 113f.; Pinchbeck is tollowed by N. J. Smelser, Soctal Change in the Industrial
Resolution (Londan, 1959), p. 56. There is however an example which fits this picture in
E. Gothein, Wirtschaftsgeschichte des Schwarzwaldes und der angrenzenden Landschafien
[Strassburg, 1892), vol. 1, pp. 826f. ; otherwise of. below pp. 106f. One reason why the
cooperative division of labour within the families of domestic producers was so little
advanced during this time, probably lies in the fact that under the conditions of
handicraft work, the division of labour increased in efficiency only when an optimal ratio
between the number of workers who performed the diflerent tasks could be achieved,
and this was only rarely possible within the small unit of a fanmily.

7 Cf. K. Marx, Capital, vol. |, introd. by E. Mandel, transl. by Ben Fowkes
{Harmondsworth, 1976), Ch. 10, pp. 344f.

8 Lately, a new discussion has arisen about this subject which has been guided by a
strong interest in theory; see e.g. the modelsin E. J. Nell, ‘Economic Relationships in the
Decline of Feundalism’, History and Theory, 6 {1967}, 313-50; D. C. North, R. P'. Thomas,
“The Rise and Fall of the Manorial Systerm: A Theoretical Model’, Fourn. Eeon. Hist., 51
(1971}, 777—803; but see also the critique in 5. Fenoaltea, *‘The Rise and Fall of a
Theoretical Model: The Manorial System’, Fourn. Econ. Hist., 35 (1975), 386—409;
W. Rusinski, ‘Uber die Entwicklung der Fronwirtschaft in Mittel- und Osteuropa’,
Studia Historiae Oeconomicae, 9 (1974), 27-45; R, Brenner, ‘Agrarian Class Structure and
Fconomic Development in Pre-industrial Europe’, Past and Present, 70 (1976),
30-75. — Cf. above pp. 6f. and n. 48, pp. 19

9 Between these two extremes there existed a wide variety of other forms. The extent
to which they promoted the emergence and growth of proto-industrialization is
discussed above pp. 17-21.

10 This agrarian commedity-production on the basis of feudal labour-services is the
central theme of the basic book by W. Kula, Théorie économique du systeme feodal : pour un
modéle de Péconomie polonaise 16°— 18° sieeles, Civilisations et sociéeés, vol. 15 (Paris, 1970,
although it deals only peripherally with industrial commodity-production within the
CGutswirtschaft.

11 This question was especially debated for the case of Russia under the term feudal
manufacture’, which meant that more attention was paid to the centralized or partially
centralized production facilities than to the dispersed rural production. The result of this
debate appears to be that between the seventeenth and the middle of the nineteenth
centuries, feudally-organized commaodity-produciion was of considerable importance in
Russian industry, but that it was by no means the only form of organization. Great
differences existed between various periods, regions, and industries, and mixed forms
were very common; for example, wages were often paid to personally unfree labourers.
Summaries in B. Widera, ‘Anfinge der industriellen Grossproduktion und Verbreitung
der Lohnarbeit unter den Facharbeitern Russlands im 17. und 18. Jh.', Genesis und
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Entwicklung des Kapitalismus in Rusiland. Studien und Beitrage, eds. P. Hoflmann and
H. Lemke, Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte Osteuropas, vol. 17 (Berlin, 1973),
pp. 96-127; N. M. Druzhinin, ‘Besonderheiten der Genesis des Kapitalismus in
Russland’, Genesis und Entwicklung, pp. 26-62, esp. 47ff.; N. Pavlenko, ‘Zum Problem
der Struktur der russischen Manufaktur im 17.-19. Jh., Fakrbuch fir Geschichle der
soziglistischen Linder Europas, 13, 2 (1969), 109-20; N, I. Pavlenko and B. B. Kafengaus,
in: Geschichte der UdSSR (Berlin, 1962), vol. 1, pp. 443-6, 528-35; J. Blum, Lord and
Peasant in Russia from the Ninth to the Nineteenth Century (Princeton, N, J., 1961; rpt. 1971},
pPp- 293, 297-9; P. 1. Ljashchenko, Hisfory of the National Economy of Russig to the 1917
Revolution (1939; rpt. New York, 1945), pp. 283-306; critical about this discussion:
A. Gerschenkron, Eurepe m the Russian Murror (Cambridge, 1970), pp. 77-79. For the
larger context in which this question is being discussed, ¢f. S. H. Baron, “The Transition
from Feudalism to Capitalism in Russia: A Major S8oviet Historical Controversy’,
American Historical Review, 77 (1972), 715-29. - For Germany this question is discussed
in Hoffmann, ‘Verlag® [See n. | above).

12 H. Aubin, ‘Die Anfiinge der grossen schlesischen Leineweberei und -handlung’,
VSW G, 35 (1942), 169-74; of. Kula, Théorte {see n. 10 abave), pp. 31, 41f.

13 Cf. above pp. 20f. and 29f; lor Upper Lusatia also W.v. Westernhagen,
Leimeandmanufaktur und Leinwandhandel der Oberlausity in der zeweiten Halfte des 18. Fh. und
wihrend der Keontinentalsperre (Diss. phil., Leipzig, 1932), p. 11.

14 Kula, Thiorie (see n. 10 above), pp. 85, 87.

15 Cf e.g. Ljashchenko, National Feonomy (see n. 11 above), pp. 295 — In the
manufactures of Silesian and Bohemian feudal lords, labour services were mainly used
for the unqualified auxiliary work: K. Hinze, Die Arbeiterfrage zu Beginn des modernen
Kapitalismus in Brandenburg-Preussen (Berlin, 1927}, pp. 80, 149-52; J. Purs, ‘Suruktur
und Dynamik der industriellen Entwicklung in Boshmen im letzten Viertel des 18.
Jahrhunderts’, Fb. Wirtsch. . (1965), part 1, 160-96, (1965, part 2, 103-24, esp.
part 1, 1911, ; cf. also H. Kriiger, Jur Geschichie der Manufakturen und der Muanufakturarbeiter
in Preussen. Die mittleren Provinzen in der Zweiten Holfte des 18. Jahrhunderts, Schriftenreihe
des Instituts fiir Allgemeine Geschichte an der Humboldt-Universitit Berlin, vol. 3
[Berlin, 1958), pp. 58—63; H. Hoffmann, Handwerk und Manufaktur in Preussen 1769. Das
Taschenbuch Enyphausen, Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften Berlin. Schrifien des
Zentralinstituts fiir Geschichte, 2nd ser., vol. 10 [Berlin, 1869}, pp. 671

16 See above pp. 20f. and 29f. and the literature under n. 11 esp. with regard to the
mixed forms. Similarly also A. Hoffmann, ‘Die Grundherrschaft als Unternehmen’, <.
Agrarg. Agrarsoziol., 6 (1958}, 123-31, esp. 1261

17 Kula, Theorie (see n. 10 above), pp. 325, 96t ; cf. also below pp. 113-14.

18 Kula, Théorie (see n. 10 above), pp. 35, 107{.; cf. Lashchenko, National Economy
(see n. 11 above), pp. 295f.

19 See also A. Kunze, Dic nordbohmisch-sachsische Leinwwand und der Nurnberger Gross-
handel. Mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung des Friedland- Reichenberger Gebietes, Forschungen zur
sudetendeutschen Heimatkunde, vol. 1 (Reichenberg, 1926), pp. 50-2, 72-8;
A. Klima, ‘“The Domestic Industry and the Putting-out-system [Verlagssystem) in the
Period of Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism’, Deuxitme Conference Internationale
& Histoire Economigue Aix-en-Provence 1962, vol. 2 {Paris, 1965), pp. 477-81; A. Klima,
‘The Roale of Rural Domestic Industry in Bohemia in the Eighteenth Century’, Econ.
Hist. Rev.,2nd ser., 27 (1974), 4856, esp. 31 - 3; Kriiger, Manufakturen (see n. 15 above],
pp- 203f.; cf. also A. Kahan, “The Inlringement of the Marketupon the Serf-economy in
Eastern Europe’, Peasant Studies Newsletter, 3 {1974), 7-13.

20 Westernhagen, Leinwandmanyfaktur (see n. 13 above), p. 11; U. Lewald, ‘Die
Entwicklung der landlichen Textilindustrie im Rheinland und in Schlesien. Ein
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Vergleich’, Js. fiur Ostforschung, 10 (1961), 601-30, esp. 610; of. Kunze, Leinwand (see
n. 19 above), p. 47.

21 Cf above, pp. 20,29, and below pp, 1 14, 125, 1281, 1326, 143, 149f.; and Kisch
below, pp. 178-200. Cf. already M, Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, ed. by
J- Winckelmann {Cologne and Berlin, 1964}, pp. 823f.

22 (i also above, pp. 21f, and the literature cited there concerning the significance
of the classic “vent-for-surplus’ theory for proto-industrialization.

23 This expression is taken from M. Dobb, Studies (see n. 1 above}, p. 209, where it
relates 1o foreipn trade. The Kaufiystem was maintained until the end of proto-
industrialization especially in linen-producing regions, and above all in those that were
characterized by a large labour supply and low income for the direct producers, as well
as by the local or nearby cultivation of flax or hemp, which often prevented them from
making the switch to other textiles. Examples: E. Sabbe, Histoire de Uindustrie linitre en
Brigigue, Collection Nationale, 6th ser., vol. 67 (Brussels, 1934), pp. 39f, of. p. 36;
G. Jacquemyns, Histoire de la crise économique des Flandres 1845 50, Académie Royale de
Belgique. Classe des lettres etc. Mémoires. Collection in 8%, 2nd ser., vol. 26, 1 {Brussels,
1929), pp. 196-202, cf. 26-42, 103-7, [30f.; P. Bois, Paysans de ' Quest. Des structures
economiques ef sociales aux options polibigues depuis Uépogue révolutionnaire dans la Sarthe (Le
Mans, 1960), pp. 316f,, cf. 503ff.; but see also pp. 517f. and 521f. for beginnings of
capitalist relations of production in the late eighteenth century; H. Blumberg, ‘Ein
Beitrag zur Geschichte der deutschen Leinenindustrie von 1834 bis [87), Studien zur
Geschichte der industriellen Revolution in Deutschiand, ed. H. Mottek, Veréffentlichungen des
Instituts fiir Wirtschalisgeschichte an der Hochschule fiir Okonomie Berlin-Karlshorst,
vol. 1 (Berlin, 1960}, pp. 65—143, esp. 114f.; 5. Kiihn, Der Hirschberger Leinwand- und
Schieierhandel von 1648— 1806 (Diss. phil., Breslau, 1936; printed [938), pp. 214, of. 71,;
H. Potthoft, ‘Die Leinenleggen in der Grafschaft Ravensberg’, 15 Jahresbericht des
Historischen Vereins fir die Grafschaft Ravensberg {1901), 140, esp. 34f,, 108f.; H. Potthoff,
‘Das Ravensberger Leinengewerbe im 17. und 18. Jahrhundert’, 35 Fahreshericht des
Historischen Veretns fur die Grafschaft Ravensberg (1921), 27-83, esp. 47, §1f., «of.
28-35. — Concerning the emergence of the putting-out system in the Irish linen
industry, see G, Gill, The Rise of the frisk Linen Industry (Oxford, 1925), pp. 138, 144-7,
1515, cf. 6f., 10; for Upper Lusatia cf. Westernhagen, Leinwandmanufaktur {see n. 13
above}, pp. 12f, 17, cf. 8ff — In other industries the Kawfsystem survived as long as guild
organizations, which could exist outside of towns as well, were strong (see below p. 106,
n. 74t), e.g. in parts of the small metal industry in the Duchy Berg (Rhineland} where
smiths still sold a portion of their products directly to consumers: W. Engels and
P. Legers, Aus der Geschichte der Remscheider und bergischen Werkzeug- und Eisenindustrie
{Remscheid, 1928}, vol. I, pp. 96ff,, 119-23, 128, <f. 71-9, 8, 190f; similarly for
Shetheld: Mantoux, Industrial Revolution (see n.l above], pp.277f; cf. also
M. B. Rowlands, Masters and Men in the West Midland Metalware Trades before the Industrial
Revolution (Manchester, 1975), pp. 31f,, 78, of. 148f., 157. The Yorkshire woolen
industry for a long time operated under a kind of Agufiystem based on the interplay
between merchants and small clothiers who worked predominantly with their own and
their families’ labour power. Especially in the eighteenth century, however, larger
clothiers began to emerge who employed others for wages either in the putting-out
system or in medium-1o-large centralized manufactures, most of all in the production of
worsted. Apparently it was they who made the transition to the factory system in the last
quarter of the eighteenth century; at least they did so to a larger extent than the
merchants; ¢f. below p. 107 and n. 86; H. Heaton, The Yorkshire Woollen and Worsted
Indusiries, Oxford Historical and Literary Studies, vol. 10 (Oxford, 1920}, pp. 92-101,
295301, R. G. Wilson, Gentlemen Merchants. The Merchant Community in Leeds 1700—- 1830
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{Manchester and New York, 1971}, esp. pp. 53—60; D. T. Jenkins, The West Riding Wool
Textile Industry 1770—1835. A Study in Fixed Capital Formation, Pasold Occasional Papers,
vol. 4 (Edington, Wilts., 1975}, pp. 5f., 191-205.

Concerning the limitation of competition among merchants: Kiihn, Hirschberger
Leimvandhandel (see abovel}, pp. 5., 28-32; H. Fechner, Wirtschafisgeschichte der fren-
satschen Proving Schiesien tn der Jeit ihrer frovinziellen Selbstindigheit 174118066 (Breslau,
1907}, pp. 43—47. 7150; A. Zimmermann, Bliite und Verfall des Leinengewwerbes in Schiesien
(1885), 2nd ed. (Oldenburg and Leipzig, n. d.}, pp. 200-2; Gill, Frish Linen (see
above), p. 140-2. In the area of Ravensherg {Westphalia}, government regulations
gave distinet privileges to native merchants at the expense of producers and foreign
traders: Potthoff, ‘Leinenleggen’ (see above), esp. pp. 34, 62Mf, 60, 744%.; Potthoff,
‘Ravensberger Leinengewerbe’ (see above), pp. 54-61.

The term Kaufspstem in conirast to Lehnsystem (wage system} occurs already in
Schwarz, ‘Betriebsformen’ (see n. 1 above), pp. 246f, cf. 619, and in Schmoller,
Grundriss (n. | above), vol. 1, p. 485,

24 The construction of a model, which is attempted here, starts from Marx’s analyses
about ‘simple commodity production’ and ‘merchant capital’, Marx however did not
combine them to a model about a particular historical mode of production and
circulation; instead Marx used these concepts in order to throw light on different aspects
of the system of industrial capitalism; see esp. Marx, Capital 1, Chs. 3-6 and Capital 3,
Chs. 16—-20; cf. also K. Marx, Grundrisse. Foundations of the Critigue of Political Economy,
trans. by M. Nicolaus {Harmondsworth, 1973), pp. 8566

25 Taxes can be left out of consideration here.

26 A. V. Chayanov, ‘On the Theory of Non-capitalist Economic Systems’, in A. V.,
Chayanov, The Theory of Peasant Economy, eds. D). Thorner et al. {(Homewood, I11., 1966),
pp- 1-28, here 6ff.

27 This is not to say, ol course, that petty commedity producers did not make use of
favourahle terms ol trade when the opporunity arose. It only means that, as a rule, the
stimulus which motivated their economic activity was not the augmentation of the
exchange value - in contrast to the stimulus behind the circuit of capital. Moreover, in the
long run, only a small minority among them could ever obtain enough advantages in
order to make the transition from petty commodity producers to capitalists.

28 See above, pp. 43, 54, 64, and below pp. 103 with n. 54, 108 with n. 87.

29 Inquite a number of regions, periods, and industries the income of petty producers
was hardly sufficient to cover the cost of their livelihood during normal times, and during
bad periods they had to go into debt; even under favourable economic conditions, the
income was still only just adequate Lo cover the cost of living. In these cases a ‘backward
bending supply of labour’ could hardly have cccurred. There are many contemporary
reports about this phenomenon, but many of them — though not all — were designed to
back up the argument that low prices or wages should be paid to the producers. Cf.
Westernhagen, Leinwandmanufakiur (see n. 13 above), pp. 11£; A. P. Wadsworth and J.
de Lacy Mann, The Cotion Traede and Indusirial Lancashive 1660-1780 (1931; rpt.
Manchester 1965), pp. 387-93; J. de Lacy Mann, *Clothiers and Weavers in Wiltshire
during the Eighteenth Century’, Studies in the Industrial Revolution, ed. L. 5. Presnell
(London, 1960}, pp. 66—96, esp. 76f.; T. 8. Ashton, dn Economic History of England:
The Eighteenth Century {1955; rpt. London, 1972}, pp. 204-6; D. 8. Landes, The Unbound
Prometheus. Technological Change and Industrial Development in Western Eurape from 1750 to the
Present (Cambridge, [969), pp. 58-60; W. Sombart, Der moderne Kapitaltismus {Munich,
etc., 1928), vol. |, pp. 802-8; Marx, Capilal vol. 1, Ch. 10, pp. 385-8. But others say
that the lower classes did respond 1o possibilities of increasing their consumption and
that, since the middle of the eighteenth century, a growing number of observers and
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theoreticians in England considered high wages as an incentive toward more and better
wark: A. W. Coats, ‘Changing Attitudes to Labour in the Mid Eighteenth Century’,
Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., 11 (1958}, 35-51; E. W. Gilbay, Wages in Eighteenth Century
England, Harvard Economic Studies, vol. 45 (Cambridge, Mass., 1934}, pp. 234-44. A
first attempt to establish the backward-bending supply curve of labour empirically and
statistically has not been successful: F. F. Mendels, ‘Industrialization and Population
Pressure in Eighteenth-Century Flanders® {unpubl. PhD. 1)iss., University of Wisconsin,
19693, pp. 273-6.

30 Schematically the circuit of merchant capital can be represented as follows:
M(oney) - Clommodity) — M{oney)’, where M’ > M. For the petly commodity pro-
ducer, however, the circuit locks as follows: Clommodity)—M{oney}—Clommodity)’,
where (7 is qualitatively different from C, ie. its use value differs but not its exchange
value. When the processes of production and reproduction are taken into account, the
entire circuit for the petty commodity producer looks like this: € is divided into
ms{means of subsistence) — which reproduces the labour power (L) — and the replace-
ment and renewal of the means of production (mp) ; both together permit him to resume
the P(roduction) of the C{ommadity):

. ... L
Petty commeodity praoducer: C,{ms } P C-M-O
mp

Merchant capitalist: M-C-M’

Here, the direct producers exchange the finished product C for M with merchant
capital and merchant capital has nothing to do with the production process.

31 Thedirect or indirectinvestment in land, estates, rights or privileges was probably
especially important in countries with feudal agriculture; cf. below: Kisch, pp. 184f.

32 See abowve, pp. 21.

33 See above, pp. 144,

34 See above, pp. 741

35 Employment figures which would provide reliable evidence for the progress of
proto-industrialization in different regions are hardly available yet. The degree of
industrial concentration around 1800, though, can be illustrated by a few German
examples: in the Duchy of Berg, which specialized in textiles and metal products, only
25.39, of those gainfully employed worked in agriculture, fishing, and gardening,
59.59%, in mining and industry, and 15.2Y%, in the tertdary sector: F.-W. Henning, ‘Die
Wirtschaftsstruktur mitteleuropaischer Gebiete an der Wende zum 19, Jahrhundert mit
besonderer Berucksichtigung des gewerblichen Bereichs’, Beifrage zu Wirtschaftswachstum
und Wirtschaftsstruktur im 16. und 13. Fahrhundert, ed. W. Fischer, Schriften des Vereins fiir
Sacialpolitik N.F. 63 (Berlin, 1971}, pp. 101-67, esp. 129, cf. 103, n. 7. In the Eichsfeld
{Central Germany; partly woolen manufacture, parily linen}, 36 wool weaving looms
and 34 looms altogether were counted for every 1000 inhabitants in 1802; in the woolen
trade about 10 warkers were employed per loom; K. Haendly, Bauern und Weber im
Eichsfeld. Geschichte eines deutschen Kleinstaates, seiner Wirtschaft und der
Menschen, die ihn bewohnten 897-1933 {Diss., Cologne, 1949), p. 205; cf. the more
detailed figures for 1765 in W. Prochaska, Die Entwicklung des Textilgewerbes im
Eichsfelde, Eichsfelder Heimathe fte, Sonderheft 1963 (Worbis, 1963), pp. 11f., as well asthe
ligures for 1796, 1802, 1804 in H. Godehardt, ‘Zur Lage der Weber, Kimmer und
Spinner des Eichsfeldes wihrend der ersten preussischen Herrschaft (1802-1806),
FEichsfelder Heimathefte (1970), No. 1, 63-75, here 65ff,, which indicate that in the most
industrialized 4m¢ (administrative district} almost the entire population was employed
in weaving, carding, and spinning wool. In the county Tecklenburg {Westphalia ; coarse
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linen}, 179 looms existed for every 1000 inhabitants in 1785 :5t, Reekers, ‘Beitrage zur
statistischen Darstellung der gewerblichen Wirtschaft Westlalens um 1800°, Westfifische
Forschungen, 19 (1966}, pp. 70, 73. An example for the degree of industrial concentration
in the English woolen industry at the beginning of the seventeenth century: R. H.
Tawney and A. J. Tawney, ‘An Occupational Gensus of the Seventeenth Century’,
Econ. Hist. Rev., 5 (1934), 25-64. For the period 1660-1710, Rowlands, Masters (see n.
23 above), pp. 18f. calculated that in the region of the West Midlands metal industry
619 of adult males were employed in industry, trade, and services {34%, alone in the
metal industry), and only 339 in agriculture,

36 Survey: C. T.Smith, Arn Historical Geagraphy of Western Europe before 1800 (London,
1967}, pp. 343—81; H. Kellenbenz, ‘Lindliches Gewerbe und biuerliches Unter-
nehmertum in Westeuropa vom Spatmittelalter bis ins 18. Jahrhundert', Deuxitme
conférence (seen, 19 above), vol. 2, pp. 377-427; H. C.Darby, ‘The Age of the Improver,
1600-1800°, 4 New Historical Geography of England, ed. H. C. Darby {Cambridge, 1973},
pp. 302-088, esp. 335-70; Ashton, Eighteenth Century (see n. 2% above), pp. 81-7;
P, Léon, in: Histoire tconomique ef sociale de la Franee, eds. F. Braudel, E. Labrousse (Paris,
1970}, vol. 2, pp. 525—-8 and the maps on pp. 228-46; Tarlé, L'industric (see n. | above),
esp. pp. 5ff; Purs, ‘Struktur’ (see n. 15 above), vol. 2, pp. 117-20, W. Zorn,
‘Schwerpunkte der deugschen Ausfubrindustrie im 18, Jabrhundert', Yahrbiicher fur
Nationalikonomie und Statisttk, vol. 173 (1961), pp. 422—47; of. also H. Hahn and W.
Zorn, eds., Historische Wirtschaftskarte der Rheinlande wm 1820, Rheinisches Archiv, vol. 87
{Bonn, 1973).

37 In order to determine the significance of the individuai factors which kept wage
costs lower In the countryside than in towns, these factors must be analytically isolated,
even though, in reality several of them tended to act together. This is especially
important, because lower costs for the merchant or putter-out did not necesarily
correspond to a lower real income for the industrial family. (Even less can one draw
direct conclusions about the relative profif-situation of the merchant or entrepreneur
from the income situation of the direct producers, for the former depended strongly on
the entrepreneur’s position among his — often international — competitors. If the
preduction techniques of his competitors were superior, for example, the incomes of the
direct producers and the capitalist’s profits could both be low, cf. above, pp. 50-1). If
the cost of living, and especially of food, in the rural areas was low, for example, the
purchase prices or wage rates would be low, too, for the merchant or merchant-
manufacturer; but this would not necessarily mean that the real income of the direct
producers had to be lower than in town. Furthermore, if the guild-organization in towns
assured the artisan family of a sufficient income without the labour of women and
children, while in the countryside the entire family had to participate in industrial
labour, the lower income per unit oflabour in rural areas did not necessarily mean lower
incomes per family. Where industrial labour was combined with agriculiiral labour,
it must be taken into consideration that — if all other conditions were equal — less time
was available for industrial work than in the case of a family that was exclusively
employed in industry. When using these and other factors in order to explain actual
developments (see above, pp. 221, 444f., 50if.], one must be sure what is being compared
in a given historical situation. For example, when production was first shifted from town
to countryside, all three factors mentioned above are likely to have played a role. But
once it had become normal for women and children to be involved in industrial work, a
cost advantage could no lenger have risen for the merchant or putter out, even less a
‘differential profit’ (see above, p. 23, but also p. 30). Concerning the combination of
agricultural with indusirial labour, see below pp. 105f. and n. 64).

38 Some examples: Ashton, FEighteenth Century (see n. 29 above), pp. 99, W.
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Bodmer, Die Entwicklung der schweizerischen Textilunirtschaft im Ralimen der ubrigen Industrien
und Wirtschaftszweige (Zirich, 1960), pp. 220f.,, 223; Gothein, Schwarzwald (see n. 6
above), pp. 7238., 7314, 742, 753, 763t.; V. Hotmann, ‘Die Anfinge der Gster-
reichischen Baumwollindustrie in den Gsterreichischen Alpenlandern im 18, Jh.', in V.
Hofmann, Betrige zur neweren osterveichischen Wirischaftsgeschichte, Archiv fiir oster-
reichische Geschichte, vol. 110 (Vienna, 1926), vol. 2, pp. 415-742, esp, 525/, 550, E.
Barkhausen, Die Tuchindustrie in Montjoie — ihr Aufstieg und Niedergang (Aachen, 1923),
pp- 64—66; H. Kisch, Prussian Moercantitism and the Rise of the Krefeld Sitk Industry:
Variations upon an Eighteenth Century Theme, Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society n. s, 58, 7 {Philadelphia, 1968), pp. 27[.: G, Adelmann, ‘Strukturwandel der
rheinischen Leinen- und Baumwollegewerbe zu Beginn der Industnialisierun’, FSWG,
53 (1966), 16284, esp. 165—7.

39 In England, for example, three times as much cotton was processed in 1760-69
than i 1700-09, and in the woolen industry, which started at a higher level, twice as
much was produced in the 1770s than at the end of the seventeenth century;
Scotland’s linen-production which had been unimpertant before 1700 increased
eightfold between 1710 and 1763; Ph. Deane and W. A, Cole, British Economic Growth
1688- 1859, 2nd ed. {Cambridge, 1969}, pp. 31-3; Ph. Deane, “The Output of the
British Woolen Industry in the Eighteenth Century’, Fourn. Eeon. Hist) 17 (1857),
207-23. A survey about the growth of a few industries in France during the eighteenth
centry: P. Léon, in: Histoire économigue {see n. 36 above), vol 2, pp. 514-22,
Concerning the development of productivity, see below pp. 1111

40 A generally accepted definition of the term “putting-out system’ {Verlagssystem)
does not exist. The definition here is similar to those in W. Sombart and R. Meerwarth,
‘Hausindustrie {Verlagssystem)®, Handwirterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 4th ed. (1923),
vol. 5, pp. 179-207, here 179f.; E. Schremmer, Dic Wirtschaft Bayerns. Vom hohen
Mittelalter bis zum Beginn der Industriafisierung. Bergbau, Gewerbe, Handel (Munich, 1970,
pp. 4726.; f. W. Sombart. ‘Die Hausindusirie in Deutschland’, drehiz fiir soziale
Geselzgebung und Statistik, 4 (18911, 10356, esp. 1171, and n. 3. Bucher and Kulischer, on the
ather hand, speak of the ‘putting-out system’ when a trader intervenes between the
producer and consumer: Bicher, Befrichsspsteme (see n, 1 above), pp. 185f.; Bicher,
‘Gewerbe’ (n. 1), pp. 867-70; J. Kulischer, Aligemeine Wirtschaftsgeschichte des Mittelalters
und der Newzeit, 4th ed. {1929; rpt. Munich, 1971}, pp. 113-37. According to their
definition, no distinction i3 made between "putting-out system’ and Kaufiystem. A clear
definition of the term “putting-out system’ helps to carefully analyse the relations
between direct producers and the capitalist. Already G. Aubin ealled for such an
analysis: G. Aubin, ‘Zur Geschichte des Verlagssystems in der Periode des Frithka-
pitalismus’, Fakrbiicher fiir Nationalvkonomie und Statistif, 127, 3rd. ser. (1927), 336-42,
esp. 337,

41 For some authors this is included in their definition of the term ‘putting-cut
system’: Hoffmann, ‘Verlag® (see n. | above), p. 6; Losche, ‘Produktionsverhilisse’
fn. 1}, pp. 6f, 9, 13f.; Kriger, Manufakiuren (see n. 15 above), pp. 179,

42 An example: W. Troelwsch, Die Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie und thre Arbeiter.
Studien zur Gewerbe- und Sozinlgeschichte Altwiirttembergs {Jena, 1897}, pp. 55—135, esp.
89f.; cf. Berthold, ‘Produktionsverhilinisse’ (see n. 1 above), pp. 21-6; B. Kirch-
gassner, ‘Der Verlag im Spannungsfeld von Stadt und Umland’, Stadt und Umland, eds.
E. Maschke, J. Sydow, Veroffentlichungen der Kommission fur geschichuiche Landes-
kunde Baden-Wiirttemberg, vol. B 82 (Stuttgart, 1974), pp. 72-128, esp. 111-18.

43 Examples: Kulischer, Wirtschafisgeschichle (see n. 40 above), vol, 2, pp. 11516,

44 See above, p. 273, n. 22, counter-examples: notes 23 and 45, Examples of the
form of the putting-out system in which the putter-out provided the yarn exist already
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for the south-German linen industry during the late Middle Ages: Kirchgasser, ‘Verlag'
{see n. 42 above), pp. 84100, esp. 96f. ; this form of putting-out system occurred even
earlier in the south-German fustian trade.

45 Cf. J. D. Chambers, ‘The Rural Domestic Industries during the Period of
Transition 10 the Factory System, with Special Reference to the Midland Counties of
England’, Deuxitme conference {sce n. 19 above), vol. 2, pp. 429-55, esp. 430f; L. A.
Clarkson, The Pre-industrial Economy in England 15001750, 2nd cd. (1972), pp. 99-103;
Mantoux, Industrial Revolution (see n. | above), pp. 62-8; Ashton, Eighteenth Century {see
n. 28 above), pp. 98- 102; T. 5. Ashton, The Industrial Revolution 1760— 1830 (London,
1948; rpt. 1970), pp. 22—4, 31; Pinchbeck, Women Workers (see n. 5 above), pp. 136ff.;
Tarle, L'industrie (scen. 1 above), pp. 48 ; T, J. Markovitch, L'industrie lainiére i fa fin du
régne de Lowis XIV et sous le Régence, Economies et societés. Cahiers de I'L.S.E.A., 2, 8
{Geneva, 1968), pp. 15171697, esp. 167541 ; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwrrtschaft {see
n. 38 above), pp. 145, 156, 1621, 181, 204f, 2164, 229, W. Zorn, in: Handbuch der
deutschen Wirtschafis- und Sozialgeschichte, eds. H. Aubin and W. Zorn ({Stuttgart, 1971},
vol. 1, pp. 5338—40. Bome examples: — J. de Tacy Mann, The Cloth Industry in the West of
England from 1640 to 1880 (Oxford, 1971, pp. 89— 119, esp. 104, 115f.; Mann, "Wiltshire’
(see n. 28 above), esp. pp. 68 ; Wadsworth and Mann, Cettor Trade (n. 29 above), esp.
pp. 78-91, 273-7; W. H. B. Court, The Rise of the Midland Industries 1600-1835, 2nd ed.
{Oxford etc., 1933), pp. 199204 (about nail-making); Rowlands, Masters (see n. 23
above), pp. 27f, 35f., 78/, 156, (several branches of the small metal-goods industry);
J. Raplow, Elbeuf during the Revolutionary Period, The Johns Hopkins University Studies in
the Historical and Political Science, vol. 81, 2 {Baltimore, Md., 1964), pp. 25-33
{woolen cloth); . Sion, Les paysans de la Normandie orientale (Paris, 1908), pp. 1814, 1. K.
Berkner, Family Social Structure and Rural Industry. A Comparaiive Study of the Waldviertel and the
Pays de Caux in the Eighteenth Century (Diss., Harvard University, 1973), pp. 259ff. {cotton
and linen); P. Deyon, Amiens. Capitale provinciale. Fiude sur la societe wrbaine au XVII® sipcle
{Paris etc., 1967), pp. 209f. [(woollen cloth); Ch. Tilly, Thke Vendée (London, 1964,
pp. 136f, 2178, (linen); H. Hasquin, Le ‘Pays de Charlers? awe XVII et XVIIE siecles
{Brussels, 1971}, p. 146, of. 58-61, 150f, 327-9 (nail-making); H. Kisch, ‘From
Monopoly to Laissez-faire: The Early Growth of the Wupper Valley Textile Trades,
Fournal of European Economic History, 1 (1972), 298—407, esp. 328, 341f., 3530f.; Gothein,
‘Schwarzwald® {see n. 6 above), pp. 723-70 [cotton, silk and others); Westernhagen,
Leinwandmanufaktur . . . Oberlausitz (see n. 13 above), p. 17, H. Eberhardt, Goethes
Umaelt. Forschungen zur gesellschaftlichen Strukiur Thiringens, Thiringsiche Archivstudien,
vol. 1 {(Weimar, 1951), pp. 73—-85 (framework knitting] ; for the making of needles in the
area of Iserlohn {Westphalia}, see below, p. 288 n. 105,

46 See below, pp. 1091, and n. 98.

47 In general: Clarkson, Pre-industrial Economy (see n. 45 above), p. 99; specifically
for handloom weaving: H. Blumberg, Die deutsche Textilindustrie in der industriellen
Revolution, Veroffentlichungen des Instituts fiir Wirtshaftsgeschichte and der Hochschule
fiir Okonoie Berlin-Karlshorst, vol. 3 {Berlin, 1965), pp. 48f.

48 Seee.g. F. F. Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization: The First Phase of the Industria-
lization Process’, Fourn. Econ. Hist., 32 {1972}, 241-61, esp. 243.

49 Dobb, Studies {see n. | above}, pp. 145-8; Mantoux, Indusirial Revolution (n. 1
above}, pp. 64—6; Tarle, L'industrie {n. 1 above}, p. 50f. Examples: J. D. Chambers,
Nottinghamshire in the Eighteenth Century {1932 rpt. London, 1966), pp. 101-36 {frame-
work knitting); $. D, Chapman, ‘The Genesis of the British Hosiery Industry,
1300—1750°, Textile fndustry, 3 (1972), 7-38L.; Deyon, Amiens (n. 45), p. 210 (woollen
weaving) ; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirischaft (see n. 38 above}, pp. 193, 213 {ribbon
weaving in Basel); Kisch, Mercantilism {n. 38 above), esp. 32—4 (Kreteld silk indusiry);
cf. M. Barkhausen, ‘Staatliche Wirtschaftslenkung und freies Unternehmertum im
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westdettschen und im nord- und stidniederlindischen Raum bei der Entstehung der
neuzeitlichen Indusirie im 18, Jahrhundert’, FSWG, 45 (1958}, 168-241, esp. 1991.; G.
Schmoller and . Hintze, Dide preussische Seidemndustrie wm 18, Johrhundert und ihve
Begrundung durch Friedrich den Grossen, Acta Borussica, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1892}, pp. 101f.

50 Here I deal only with the ‘formal subsumption of labour under capital’;
concerning ‘real subsumption’, see below, p. 107 and n. 83.

51 It could happen that the producers’ living quarters were the property of the
entrepreneur as well; S. ). Chapman, ‘Industrial Capital before the Industrial
Revolution : An Analysis of the Assets of a Thousand Textile Entrepreneurs c. 173050,
Textile History and Eeopomic History. Essqys in Honour of Miss §. de Lacy Mann, eds. N. B,
Harte and K. G. Ponting {Manchester, 1973}, pp. 113-37, esp. 134f.; Dobb, Studies
(see n. 1 above}, pp. 147f.; E. Barkhausen, Montjoie (see n. 38 abave), p. 62.

52 E.g. Chambers, Nottinghamshire (see n. 49 above), pp. 119.; D. C. Levine, Family
Formation in an Age of Nascent Capitalism, Studies in Social Discontinuity (New York,
19773, pp. 24f.; of. also below, p. 289, n. 113.

53 Chambers, ‘Rural Industries’ (see n. 45 above), pp. 437(.; Ashton, Eighteenth
Century [see n, 29 above), pp. 100-3; Wadsworth and Mann, Cetton Trade (n. 29 above),
pp. 78-91; Chambers, Noltinghamshire (see n. 49 above), pp. 125-32; Levine, Family
Formation (see n. b2 above), pp. 238.; Court, Midlgnd Industries {see n. 45 above),
pp- 200f. ; P. Lebrun, L'industrie de la laine & Verviers pendant le XVIIT et le début du XIX®
sizcle, Bibliotheque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de I'Université de Liege, vol.
114 {Liége, 1948), pp. 350-5; L. Dechesne, Industric drapiére de la Vesdre avant 1800 (Paris
and Liége, 1926), pp. 47(.; Hofmann, ‘Osterreichische Baumwollwarenindustrie’ (see
n. 38 above), pp. 526f., 552, 6191, 6244, 648f. ; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirtschaft
{see n.38 above), pp. 147, 184f,, 191, 208f., 224; R. Braun, Industrialisierung und
Voiksichen: die Verdnderungen der Lebensformen in einem lindlichen Industriegebiet vor 1500
{ Jitrcher Oberland ) {Zurich etc., 1960}, pp. 14f.; Gothein, Schwarzieald {see n. 6 above),
pp- 746f.; A. Kunze, 'Der Weg zur kapitalistischen Produktionsweise in der Ober-
lausitzer Leineweberel im ausgehenden 17. und zu Beginn des 18. Jahrhunderts’, £. W, 2.
Tichirnhaus und die Frithayfhlarung in Mistel- und Ostenropa, ed. E. Winter, Quellen und
Studien zur Geschichte Osteuropas, vol. 7 (Berlin, 1960}, pp. 207-13; A. Kunze, ‘Vom
Bauerndori zum Weberdorf. Zur sozialen und wirtschaftlichen Struktur der Waldhu-
fendorfer der siidlichen Oberlausitz im 16., 17, und 18. Jahrhundert’, Oberlausiizer
Forschungen. Bettrage zur Landesgeschichie, ed. M. Reuther (Leipzig, 1961), pp. 165-92,
here 178f.

54 For the effects during a crisis, see below p. 123. Especially during a crisis situation,
which is not taken into consideration above on p. 53, it is apparent that, the
penetration of capital into the sphere of production diminished the power of the proto-
industrial family economy to determine the course of production, despite the fact that
the hausehold and family continued to be the location of production. But if the interest of
the entrepreneur was to dominate production completely, he had to provide all the
means of production and impose greater discipline ; see above p. 100 and below p. 108
with n. 87, Schematically, the processes of production, reproeduction, and circulation in
this form of putting-out systern can be represented as follows: a portion of the means of
production (mp, ] belongs to the direct producers, the other portion {mp, ) to the putter-
out, see above p. 275, n. 30:

ms...L
direct producer: { } C-M-C
mp,
L+ mp,
putting-out capitalist: M-C { } PG =M
mp,
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The commodity C which the direct producers exchange against M with the putter-out is
no longer the finished product because that is the property of the putter-out from the
beginning ; the commadity C consists of the labour power L and the means of production
mp, . The production process P is made possible when the capital of the putter-out joins
L+ mp, and mp, together.

If one considers the process of circulation in isolation, the differences between the
Kaufsystem and the putting-out system are not apparent {nor those between the
Kaufsystem and industrial capitalism, cf. below, p. 286 n. 88). For the direct producer,
the process of circulation always has this form: G - M — €/, where ¢’ is qualitatively, i.e.
according to its use value, different from C; for the capitalist, it always has the form
M — L — M, where M’ > M, i.e. quantitatively according to the exchange value.

53 Fr. Engels makes this clear in his postscript to the 3rd volume of Das Kapital, Marx-
Engels Werke, vol. 25 {Berlin, 1964), pp. 9141

56 See above, pp. 991I.

57 This, of caurse, does not mean that the incomne of such putting-out labourers was
necessarily lower than that of independent petty producers. If the productivity of labour
was higher in the putting-out system thanin the Kaufsystem, the merchant-manufacturer
could pass on part of this advantage to the direct producers (as a work incentive). The
annual income of the direct producers, of course, also depended on their leve] of
employment. Concerning these questions, cf. the following pages with n. 63.

38 This question is not clarified in Engels {see n. 35 above). In the next few pages, [
shall discuss the economic causes of the penetration of capital into the sphere of
production. As regards the sen-economic conditions and the violence of the methods
used —~ on which Marx deliberately placed the main emphasis — in his chapter about the
‘So-Called Primitive Accumulation’ (see Capital, val. 1, pp. 8714.), see the section
below, pp. 1264

59 See above pp. 99 and n. 23. There were of course also agreements among putters-
out to keep wages low and to regulate the working conditions in their own interests, see
Mann, ‘Wiltshire’ (see n. 28 above), pp. 71, 75; Levine, Family Formation {see n. 51
above), p. 26f.

60 See below, p. 106 and n. 74f.

61 These considerations as well as the empirical evidence (cf. e.g. above, p. 101 and
n. 38) contradict the assumption of an oversupply of labour or an unlimited labour
supply for proto-industrialization in general (see above, pp. 28f, 75); instead this
question must be examined for each individual phase and region. Furthermore, this is
not merely a demographic question, but one that concerns the relationship between
ecanomic ard demographic development: it is not necessarily by the demographic
behaviour of their populations that regions with an oversupply of labour were
distinguished from those with a relative shortage of labour. Neither can I support the
thesis {see above, p. 74) that the demographic behaviour of proto-industrial popu-
lations was ane of the causes of de-industrialization, as long as evidence is not available
about the differences between the demographic development of proto-industrial regions
which shifted to industrial capitalism rapidly and those which succumbed to de-
industrialization. Given our present state of knowledge, I believe it more plausible that
the competition of advanced regions led to the de-industrialization of athers; although
once the de-industrialization crisis had begun, it was probably aggravated if the
population continued to expand ; cf. below, pp. [45{l., 150. Such considerations lead toa
critique of a development policy which sees its main object merely in lowering the birth
rate, see G. Hohorst, ‘Bevolkerungsentwicklung und Wirtschaftswachsturn als histori-
scher Entwicklungsprozess demo-Skonomischer Systeme’, Dynamik der Bevilkerungsent-
wick{ung, eds. R. Mackensen and H. Wewer (Minchen, 1973; rpt. 1974}, pp. 91-118§,
esp. 113, Cf. also below pp. 117f. and n. 131.
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62 E.g. ]. Koch, ‘Geschichte der Aachener Nahnadelzunft und Nihnadelindustrie
bis zur Aufhebung der Zinfte in der franzosischen Zeit (1798)°, Is. des Aachener
Geschichtsvereins, 41 (1920), 16-122, esp. 140f.; of. also H. Aubhin, ‘Formen und
Verbreitung des Verlagssystems in der Altniirnberger Wirtschaft', Beitrige zur Wirts-
chafisgeschichte Nirnbergs, Beitrige zur Geschichte und Kulwr der Stadt Niirnberg,
vol. |1 (Nuremberg, 1967}, vol. 2, pp. 62068, esp. 6271, 6471.

63 Concerning the tendency of capital to progressively dominate industrial com-
modity production in England during the late seventeench century, when prices were
falling or stagnating, see C. Wilson, England’s Apprenticeship 1603— 1763 (London, 1965),
pp- 185M. Itis very difficult to compare incomes between different relations of production,
industries, and regions for labourers employed in domestic preduction; for it is
problematic to calculate the income of producers from prices per unit or piece-wages.
Some data are given in Jacquemyns, Flandres {see n. 23 above), pp.205-10;
H. Schmidt, Die Entwickiung der Bielefelder Firmen E. A. Delius, E. A. Delius und S6kne und
Co A, Delius und Sokne . . . 1787 bis 1925 {Diss. rer. pol,, Gottingen, 1926), pp. 189€; a
detailed discussion of incomes is contained in Troeltsch, Cafwer Jeughandlungskompagnie
(see n. 42 above}, pp. 200-46; Kriiger, Manufakturen (see n. 15 above}, pp. 300-62;
Fechner, Wirtschaftsgeschichie (see n. 23 above), pp. 699-724; L. Schneider, Der Arbeiter-
haushalt im 18, und 19. Jahrhundert, dargestelll am Beispiel des Heim- und Fabrikarbeilers,
Beitrage zur Okonomic von Haushalt und Verbrauch, vol. ¢ (Berlin, 1967}, pp. 33-45;
Chambers, Nottinghamshire (sce n. 49 above), pp. 291-8; Levine, Family Formation (see
0. 52 above), pp. 20ff. Mann, Cloth (see n. 43 above), pp. 102-7, 322 -9; Rawlands,
Masters (see n. 23 above), pp. 158-64; Pinchbeck, Waomen Workers (see n. 6 above},
pp. 138--47; Mendels, ‘Indusirialization’ (see n. 29 above), pp. 171, 201-9. With the
emergence of capitalist relations of production the truck system became a common
means of lowering wage costs, not least in the putting-out system; see e.g. Ashton,
Eighteenth Century (sec n, 28 above), pp. 101f.; Mann, ‘Wiitshire’ {n. 29 above), pp. 671,
731, 88f.; Mann, Cloth {n. 40 above), pp. 105, 108; Levine, Family Formation (n. 52
above), pp. 25f.; Dechesne, Vesdre (sce n, 53 above), pp. 204f., 207; Bodmer,
Schweizerische Textilwirtschaft (seen. 38 above), pp. 1311, ; Gothein, Schwarziwald (see n. 6
above), pp. 716, 746f.; Koch, ‘Aachener Nahnadelzunft’ (see n. 62 abave), pp. 76—99.

64 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (sce n. 29 above}, pp. 316f.; cf. above, pp. 23,
45ff. It must be taken into consideration that — all other conditions being equal - a
family who combined agricultural with industrial labour had less time to devote to
industrial activity than a family who did nothing but industrial work (see above, p. 276,
n. 37). Therefore, for the labourers on the periphery, the combination of agricultural
with industrial labour could lead to lower wage-rates than were paid to full-time
industrial labourers in the centres only under two conditions: (1} the acceptance of a low
remuneration could be enforced because an oversupply of labourers existed on the
periphery, possibly in the form that agriculture provided part of the imhabitants’
livelihood but not all of it; (2} the acceptance of a low remuneration was made possible
because for the producers on the periphery the real income per unit of labour-time was
higher in agriculture than in industry. Apart from crises, only under this second
condition were industrial incomes possibie which would have been below subsistence
level, if they had been the only income. On the average the total income had to be
sufficient for survival or else the labourers would have starved to death. It must be
assurmed hat the real income per unit of labour was higher in agriculture than in indusiry
wherever the producers were the owners of their plot of land, and often where they
rented it as well. The situation of smallholders under feudal obligations must be
examined from case to case, and for agricultural wage-labour, this was true in some
regions (e.g. Jacquemyns, Flandres [n. 23 above], pp. 207ff., 240, cf. 29fF., 197{f.; Bois,
Paysans de Pouest [n. 23 above], p. 320) but not in others {cf. above p. 27 also for the
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possible causes of thisdifference). In the latter regions, therefore, the landless population
pursued industrial work only: see Sion, Normandic orientale (see n. 45 abave}, pp. 1774,
1874 ; Berkner, Family (n. 45 above), pp. 2691, 287; Tilly, Vendée (n. 45), p. 136; Tarle,
Limdustrie (see n. | above), pp. 34f1.; cf. Gothein, Schwarzivald (see n. 6 above), pp. 7641 ;
Rowlands, Masters (see n. 23 above) p. 9, ¢ 41ff,, 156f. The smaller the plot of land
became, or the higher its rent rose due to the growth of the population (cf. below,
Mendels, pp. 173f.), or the lower —for the same reason — the wages for seasonal
agricultural labour fell, the weaker this effect of the combination of agriculture and
industry must have become, until the point was reached where the industrial producers
no longer rented any land and no longer did seasonal agricultural labour {unless feudal
obligations limited their freedom of operation). Cf. above, p. 27t.

65 E. G. Heaton, Yorkshire (see n. 23 abave}, Pp- 93, 293f. Similarly Dobb, Studies {see
n, I above), pp. 149-51; cf. also 8ée, ‘Remarques sur le caractére de industrie rurale
en France et les causes de son extension au XVI11°siacle’, Revue historigue, 142 (1923),
47-33, here 48-50; Rowlands, Masters (see n, 23 above), pp. 80, 158, 161. Concerning
the political discussion of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries about such agrarian
questions, cf. J. Wysacki, ‘Landwirtschaftlicher Nebenerwerb und soziale Sicherheit’,
Agrarisches Nebengewerbe und Formen der Reagrarisierung im Spatmittelalter und 15.120.
Jahrfundert, ed. H. Kellenbenz, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichee,
vol. 21 (Suwttgart, 1973}, pp. 125—40.

66 Hasquin, Charfers: (see n. 45 ubove), pp. 288f.; Jacquemyns, Flandres (see n. 23
above), pp. 1971.; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade {see n. 29 ahove}, pp. 314-23;
Rowlands, AMasters {see n.23 above), pp. 41-3; Braun, Jndusiriglisierung {see n. 53
above), pp. 62, 155f. ; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirischaft (see n. 38 above), pp. 205,
227; E. L. Shorter, Seccial Change and Social Policy in Bavaria 1800—60 (Diss., Harvard
University, 1967), pp. 397f., 423; cf. O. Dascher, Das Textilgewerbe in Hessen- Kassel vom
16, bis 19. Jahrhundert, Vertffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission fiir Hessen und
Waldeck, vol. 28, | (Marburg, 1968), p. 157; C. F. Miilier, Choragraphic von Schwelm.
Anfang und Versuch einer Topographie der Grafichaft Mark (1789), ed. by W. Crone, Crones
Heimatbiicher zwischen Ruhr und Wupper, vol. 3 {Schwelm, 1922), p. 9.

67 Cf. above, p. 273, n. 23,

68 ]. Thirsk, “I’he Fantastical Folly of Fashion: The English Stocking-Knitting
Industry 1500-1700°, Textile History and Economic History (see n. 51 above), pp. 50-73;
cf. e.g. also E. Barkhausen, Mongjoie (see n. 38 above), pp. 34-6, 60—4; Kirchgassner,
‘Verlag' (see n. 42 above], pp. 80f.; K. Schmid, Die Entwickiung der Hofer Baum-
wollindusirie  1432— 1813, Wirtschafts- und Verwaltungsstudien mit besonderer
Beriicksichtigung Bayerns, vol. 60 {Erlangen etc., 1923), pp. |0f.; Rowlands, Masters
{see n. 23 above}, pp. 1501

69 See below pp. 1114t esp. 113.

70 Trueltsch, Cafiwer Zeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 42 abuve), pp. 894,
F. Dransfeld, Solinger Industrieverhidinisse im 18. FJahriundert (Solingen, 1914}, pp. 7., 121,
36-9: in this urban case, the cutlery-makers were split around 1777: the smaller ones
agreed to give up the opportunity to market their own products in return for higher
wages whereas the large ones resisted the change (p. 39}. A similar split occurred in the
beginning of the seventeenth century among the producers ol small metal wares in the
West Midlands: Rowlands, Maskers (see n. 23 ubove), pp. 9f. -

71 Wissell, Handwerk (see n. 4 above), vol. 2, pp. 298503, Bodmer, Schweizertsche
Textilwirtschaft (see n. 38 above), pp. 1401, cf. 891, 121, 154; cf. Schmidt, Firmen (see
n. 63 above), pp. 1144

72 See below, pp. 11441,

73 See e.g. Koch, 'Aachener Nihnadelzunft’ {see n. 62 above), p. 39, 75-85,
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93-111; P. Dirr, "Augsburgs Texrilindustrie irn 18. Jh., Js. des Historischen Vereins fiir
Schwaben, 37 (1911), 1-106, here 468, 688, ; cf. W. Zorn, Handels- und Industriegeschichic
Bayerisch-Schwabens  1648— 1870, Veriffentlichungen der schwiibischen Forschungs-
gemeinschaft bei der Kommission fiir bayerische Landesgeschichte, vol. 1, 6 {Augsburg,
1961), pp. 52ff., 64f.

74 E.g. Engels and Legers, Remscheider Werkzeugindustrie (see n. 23 above), vol. 1,
pp. 71-165, 203-20. cf. 240 (scythe-making) ; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotlen Trade (see
n. 29 above), esp. pp. 325 (ribbon-weavers).

75 Engels and Legers, Remscheider Werkzengindusirie (see n.23 above), vol. 1,
pp. 176-89, 198—-202 {small smithies); K. Spannagel, ‘Die Gindung der Leineweber-
zunft in Elberfeld und Barmen im Oktober 1738, 75, des Bergischen Geschichesvereins, 30
{1894), 181-99; of Kisch, ‘Wupper Valley’ (see n. 45 above], pp. 351, 4014 ;
E. Barkhausen, Montjoie (see n. 38 above), pp. 80-122; J. Kermann, Die Marufakturen
im Rheinland 1750—1833, Rheinisches Archiv, vol. 82 (Bonn, 1972), pp. 135, 145,

76 See above, pp. 1044

77 The tendency seems to have been as follows: as the workforce who, as independent
petty producers, had left only the trade in the hands of merchants, gradually Jost their
independence and became the wage-labourers of merchant-manufacturers, so the goals
and forms of their organizations no longer followed the examples set by the guilds but
approached those of the later labour movement. But this tendency was slow and often
interrupted and needs to be examined as thoroughly as E. P. Thompson has studied it in
England for the period of the emergence of industrial capitalism: E. P, Thompson, The
Making of the English Working Class, 2nd ed. {Harmondsworth, 1968); see also Wilson,
England (seen. 63 above}, pp. 2911 ; W, ], Shelton, English Hunger and Industrial Disorders.
A Study of Svcial Conflict during the First Decade of George III s Reign (London, 1973), pp. 7f;
Shelion, Eighteenth Century (see n. 29 above), pp. 228-31; Mantoux, Industrial Revolution
{see n. 1 above), pp. 74-83; Mann, Cloth {see n. 45 above), pp. 108-15; Mann,
‘Wilishire’ (see n. 29 above); Heaton, Yorkshire (see n. 23 above), pp. 316-21;
Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trade (see n. 29 above), 340-53, 361-835; Chambers,
Nottinghamshire {see n. 49 above), pp. 35 -44, 104~14; Rowlands, Masters (see n. 23
above), pp. 83, 162-4; Gill, Irish Linen Trade {see n. 23 above), pp. 138—44; Dechesne,
Vesdre (see n. 533 above), pp. 199-220; Lebrun, Verviers (see n. 53 above), vol. 2,
pp- 257-67. See also below p. 118 and n. 133 about the participation of proto-industrial
iabourers, working under different relations of production, in food riots. Cf. also below
p. 122: for the petty commodity producers in the Kaufsystem, the high prices of raw
materials in the face of falling prices for finished products were an incentive to riot; in the
putting-out system, with its capitalist features, that incentive would have been provided
by the wage rates. Concerning the forms, causes and significance of violence in industrial
riots, see E. J. Hobsbawm, "The Machine Breakers’, Past and Present, | (1952), 5770,
esp. 59 ; cf. also G. Rudé, The Crowd in History. A Study of Popular Disturbances in France
and England [730~ 1848 (New York etc., 1964), pp. 66—78.

78 Cf. Smelser, Change (see n. 6 above), esp. 54ff.; N. J. Smelser, ‘Mechanisms of
Change and Adjustment to Change’, fndustrialization and Society, eds. B. F. Hoselitz and
W. E. Moore (The Hague ete., 1963}, pp. 32—34, esp. 35—7; Pinchbeck, Women Workers
{see n.5 above), pp. 121ff, 134ff.; Schremmer, Bayern {see n.40 above), p. 474;
M. Godelier, Rationality and Irrationality in Economics {London, 1972}, pp. 2671

79 For the normal case: Potthoft, *Ravensberger Leinengewerbe’ {see n. 23 above),
pp- 37f., 45, 47; E. Schénfeld, ‘Herford als Garn- und Leinenmarkt in zwei
Jahrhunderten’, ¢5. Fahresbericht des Historischen Vereins fur die Grafschaft Ravensberg
{1929}, 1-172, here 23—-60; Kiihn, ‘Hirschberger Leinwandhandel’ {n. 23 above]j,
pp. 8f; cf. Fechner, Wirtschaftsgeschichie . . . Schlesien (n. 23 above), pp. 710-24; Bois,
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Paysans de I'Ouest {n. 23 abave), pp. 5071, cf. 533f. For exceptions: H. Wiemann, ‘Die
Osnabricker Stadtlegge’, Mitteilungen des Vereins fir Geschichte und Landeskunde von
Osnabritck, 35 (1910]), 1-76, here 571.; Jacquemyns, Flandres (see n. 23 above), pp. 32£,,
130f, 196-202; <f. Mendels, ‘Industrialization’ (see n, 29 above), pp. 23f., 2001, 203f.
For a comparison with the production for home consumption {‘Hauswerk®), see Biicher,
‘Gewerbliche Betriebssysteme’ {see n. 1 above), pp. 168-74; cf. K. Bucher, ‘Die
Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft’, in K. Bucher, Enistefung (n. 1 above), pp. 83-160,
esp. 92ff. CIf. above, p. 95 and n. 6.

80 E.g. Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnic (see n. 42 above), pp. 98—102,
125f; Westernhagen, ‘Leinwandmanufaktur’ (see n. 13 above), pp. 17f.; Kapiow,
Elbeuf (see n. 45 above}, pp. 27, 31; of. Ashton, fndustrial Revolution (0. 45 above), p. 37,

81 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trads (see n. 29 above), pp. 325-7, 332, 336;
Levine, Family Formation (see n. 52 above), pp. 27f, of. 30/, Braun, Industrialisierung (see
0. 33 above], pp. 24-6, 30-2,

82 Chambers, Nottinghamshire (see n. 49 above), pp. 2951.; Kaplow, Elbeuf (see n. 45
above), pp. 26f., 31; Mann, “Wiltshire’ {see n. 29 above), pp. 92f.,, cf. 90; Braun,
Industrialisierung (see n. 53 above), pp. 83-9. Since the degree to which the members of a
family cooperated in industrial work varied, a general necessity, based on the nature of
the proto-industrial production process, to contract early marriages and to have many
children hardly existed. The proto-industrial family was unsually not a 'miniature
factory’ (cf. above, p. 95, n. 6). In my opinion it is therefore problematic to constructa
specific demo-economic gystem which embraces all of proto-industrialization and nething
but proto-industrialization (see above, pp. 74L.]. Even if one assumes that an economic
benefit was derived from an early marriage and a large number of children, one wouid
still have to explain why this would have been different from the situation of labourers in
centralized manufactures or of the early factory workers, as long as the women and
children of their families were employed in large numbers as well. Therefore the model
still appears wvalid which explains population-growth during proto-industrial-
ization — though not during proto-industrialization afene — on the basis of the ‘pro-
letarianization’ of the population. On the one hand, the controls which lords and
communities exercised over population-growth loosened ; on the other hand, it became
possible to earn an income without property and inheritance. This model is to be found
in Levine, Family Formation (seen. 32 above), esp. pp. 1468, ; Braun, Industrialisierung (see
n. 53 above), pp. 39-73; Ch. Tilly and R. Tilly, ‘Agenda for European Economic
History in the 1972°, Yourn. Econ. Hist., 31 {1971), 184-98, esp. 189, 191. This
explanatory modelis supported by Hasquin’s observation that the domestic nail-makers
had the same demographic behaviour as the workers in larger preduction units in coal
mining and iron production: Hasquin, Charlered (see n. 45 above), pp. 287-95. It would
be interesting to investigate whether this demographic patiern existed among agricul-
tural labourers and among early factory workers as well. For the agricultural labourers,
see Levine, Family Formation (see n. 52 above}, pp. 116ff.; H. Harnisch, *Bevélkerung
und Wirtschaft. Uber die Zusammenhinge zwischen sozialSkonomischer und de-
mographischer Entwicklung im Spitfeudalismus’, 7b. Wirtsch. G. (1975), pt. 2, 57-88,
esp. 736, 75, 83f.

Questons concerning the internal structure of the household und family during proto-
industrialization must be seen in connection with the family members’ participation in
the production process, i.e. with the quantity and kind of work they performed.
Uliimately, such questions must be placed in the context of different relations of
production as well, These questions concern the distribution of functions within the
household — such as consumption, the soclaiization of children, possibly work in the
fields or the garden — as well as the hierarchy within the family. Cf. above, pp. 611
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83 As the production-processes were restructured, the direct producers sometimes
lost the ability to manufacture a saleable product; this can be regarded as the beginning
of the process which Marx occasionally called the ‘real subsumption of labour under
capital’ {in contrast to its precondition, namely the emergence of wage labour relations
which he called the ‘formal’ subsumption of labour under capital; see Marx, Capital,
vol. 1, Chs. 13, 16, 28, pp. 453, 645f., 899f,, cf. Chs. 11 and 12, pp. 424, 431ff, 447/}, In
greater detail : K. Marx, Resultate des unmittelbaren Produbtionsprozesses, Archiv soziali-
stische Literatur, vol. 17 (Frankfurt, 1969}, pp. 45-64; cf. L. Althusser and E. Balibar,
Reading Capital (London, 1977}, pp. 213ff. concerning the distinction between ‘property
relations” and ‘labour process’. However, it is problematic to build on this distinction a
general theory of transitional modes of production as Althusser and Balibar do; cf. the
criticism in B. Hindess and P. Q. Hirst, Precapitalist Modes of Produciion {(London etc.,
1975), pp. 264f. and the revised position of E. Balibar, ‘Sur la dialectique historique’, in
E. Balibar, Cing études du matérialisme historigue (Paris, 1974), pp. 205-4D, esp. 2384,

84 It was pointed out earlier that here only those centralized manufactures are dealt
with which are directly related to rural industries, i.e. those which either replaced rural
industries or supplemented them [see above, p. 8}. As regards the question of whether
the mines and ironworks had their origins in the peasant economy, see M. Mitterauer,
‘Produktionsweise, Siedlungsstruktur und Sozialformen im  &sterreichischen
Montanwesen des Mittelalters und der frithen Neuzeit’, Osterreichisches Montanwesen,
Festsehrift A. Hoffmann, ed. M. Mitterauer {Vienna and Munich, 1974), pp. 234-315,
esp. 285-313.

85 On the question of ‘feudal manufactures’ see above, pp. 2711., notes 11 and 15,
Workhouses, poorhouses and houses of correction were more frequent, see below, p. 130
and n. 1991. But their share is not very large either: Hoffmann, Handwerk (see n. 15
above], pp. 68f. In contrast to common usage, the term ‘manufacture’ here means all the
production facilities which clearly exceeded the size of the family work unit or artisanal
workshop. It includes production units which emerged when the workshops of petty
producers were enlarged and began to employ more wage labourers than family
members so that the head of the household ceased to do directly productive labour.

86 Concerning the question of whether this second road contributed more than the
first to revelutionizing the mode of production, see the debate which follows Marx’s
remark in Cagital, vol, 3, Ch. 20, pp. 3344 : Dobb, Studies (see n. | above}, pp. 1236,
2771, ; P. M. Sweezy, M. Dobb, H. K. Takahashi, G. Letebvre in The Transition {n. 1
above), pp. 17M, 270, 471, 57f., 776. Empirical evidence supporting this hypothesis is
provided by Wilson, Merchants {see n. 23 above), pp. 33f., 56—60, 90—135; Jenkins, Wes:
Riding (n. 23 above), pp. 191-205; Wadsworth and Mann, Colion Trade {see n. 28
above), pp. 172, 3221.; Lebrun, Verriers (see n. 53 above), pp. 3614, 388f. Cf. S. D.
Chapman, The Early Factory Masters. The Transition to the Factory System in the Midlands
Textile Industry {Newton Abbot, Devon, 1967), esp. pp. 774.

87 This is true ¢ven for the wage-labourers in industrial capitalism: P. M. Sweezy,
The Theory of Capitalist Development ~ Principles of Marxian Political Economy (New York,
1942), p. 139. Gi. also below, pp. 293t., n. 158. Therefore it is not surprising that, even
under the conditions of the capitalist factory, complaints continued to be voiced to the
effect that the work-effort declined when real wages rose. Beyond the transformation of
the means of preduction into capital and their withdrawal from the control of the direct
producers, many Incentives, threats of punishinent and re-education measures were
required in order to submit the labourers to the interest of capital and to eliminate such
dystunctional elements — dysfunctions, that is, from the point of view of capital — as the
‘backward bending supply of labour’. 5. Pollard, The Genesis of Modern Management. A
Study in the Industrial Revolution in Greal Britain (London, 1965), pp. 160-208, esp. 181
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88 Cf. above, pp. 100 and 279f. with n. 54. Although the capitalist manufacture
differs substandally from the capitalist factory with regard to the technical aspects of the
production process, {concerning the question of ‘real subsumption’, see above, p. 285, n.
83), the capitalist character of the relations of production is the same in the factory as in
centralized manufacture. Therefore, the formula of the capitalist production process can
be applied to the latter as well. Cf. Marx, Capital, vol. 2, wransl. by B. Fowkes
{Harmondsworth, 1978}, Ch. 1, p. 124:

Capitalist: M — C {“‘PL} R T o Y ¢
Worker: ¢’ {ms...L} C-M-C’

The direct producer sells to the capitalist the comrnodity C which is his labour power L.
For a comparison see above, pp. 275f, n. 30, pp. 2791, n. 54,

89 Tt is crucial to define accurately the socio-economic group to which a certain
behaviour patiern is attributed, if one wants not only te describe economic behaviaur
but explain it as well. In 1y opinion, this can be done most fruitfully by further
developing the categories which are contained, in rudinientary form, in the Critique of
Political Economy {concerning the reasons see above, p. 210f, n. 58). [t seems to me
especially important to define precisely the socio-economic group which manifests the
economic behaviour that Chayanov observed for the Russian peasantry from the
abolition of serfdom to the Ocweber Revoludon, and that he described in terms of
marginal utility. For a critical assessment of the concept of marginal utility, see
W. Hofmann, Sezigldkenomische Studieniexte {Berlin, 1964-5), vol. 1, 116-83, vol. 2,
161-239.

90 Sec above, p. 95, 276, n. 37; pp. 106f; but cf. also above, pp. 50l

91 See above, pp. 102L, 107f.; differently above, pp. 411

92 See above, pp. 101, 105; cf. above, 21, 33, 441,

93 Pollard, Management (see n. 87 above), pp. 160—6; Mann, Cleih (see n. 43 above),
p. 115; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 29 abovej, pp. 302, 304, cf.
pp- 499t ; Chambers, Nottinghamshire (see n. 49 abave), pp. 41f. Bodmer, Schweizerische
Textilwirtschaft (see n. 38 above), p. 213; Kisch, “‘Wupper Valley’ (see n. 43 above),
pp. 40U, 4058, ; Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungshompagnie (see n. 42 above}, pp. 1691.;
cf. Hobsbawm, ‘Machine Breakers’ (see n. 77 above], pp. 61f. concerning the phase of
the Industrial Revolution.

94 Nevertheless, before the Industrial Revolution fixed capital continued to cornprise
a relatively small share of total capital: S. Pollard, ‘Fixed Capital in the Industrial
Revolution in Britain', Journ. Econ. fist., 24 (1964}, 299314, esp. 3011, ; Clarkson, Pre-
indusirial Feonomy (see n. 45 above), pp. 97-9; Lebrun, Ferviers (see n. 53 above),
pp- 374, 382f.; Gathein, Scthwarzieald (see n. 6 above), p. 770; G. Slawinger, Die
Manufaktur in Kurbayern, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, vol. 8
{Stuttgart, 1966), pp. 39-41; Schmoller and Hintze, Preussische Seidenindustrie (see n. 49
above), vol. 2, pp. 385 ; W. Kurschat, Das Haus Friedrich und Heinrvick von der Leyen in
Krefeld . . . [794— 1814 (Frankfurt/M., 1933}, Appendix. Chapman, ‘Capital’ (see n. 51
abaove) emphasizes thal entrepreneurs preferred to invest fixed capital in such buildings
which could be used for several purposes; this way they tried to remain flexible in cases of
changing demand.

95 See below, pp. 111, 113.

96 In che textile industry, preparatory processes (carding, washing, and dyeing of
wool as well as twisting, dyeing, and sometimes warp-shearing in the silk industry) and
the finishing processes {bleaching linen, printing cottan, fulling and finishing cloth) were
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often carried out in cenrralized manufacrures, butonly very valuable fabrics were woven
in centralized manufactures. Since such centralized manufactures were mostly located
in the towns and the domestic workshops in the countryside, town and countryside often
came to complement each other in the production process.

97 Spinning and weaving, for example, in the textile industry.

98 Sombart, Der moderne Kapitalismus (see n. 29 abowve), vol. 2, pt. 2, pp. 766,
Pollard, Management (see n. 87 above), pp. 34--7, 51--60; Chambers, ‘Rural Industries’
(see n. 45 above), pp. 439—41; 8. D. Chapman, “The Textile Factory before Arkwright:
A Typology of Factory Development’, Business History Review, 48 (1974), 451-78;
Chapman, Factory Masters (see n. 86 above), pp. 34—45; Ashton, Eighteenth Century (see
n. 29 above), pp. 115f.; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trade {see n. 29 above),
pp. 105-8, 284310, 325f.; Rowlands, Masters (see n. 23 above], pp. 149-156; Léon,
in: Histoire économigue (see n. 36 above;, vol. 2, pp. 257-66; Kaplow, Elpesf (see n. 45
above), pp. 25-32; Lebrun, Versiers (see n. 33 above), pp. 213-20, 276-87, 342;
Hasquin, Charlerst (see n. 43 above), pp. 100-3, 146f; Bodmer, Schweizerische
Textilwirtschaft {see n. 38 above), p. 212; Hoffmann, Handwerk {see n. 15 above), pp. 66,
cf. pp. 38f.,, 92; Kriiger, Manufakturen (see n. 13 above), pp. 192-206; Kiihn,
‘Hirschberg® (see n. 23 above), pp. 11-13; Kisch, Mercantilism (see n. 38 above),
pp. 24f,, 27-9, 31-3; concerning the pin-making industry of Iserlohn see n. 105;
R. Forberger, Die Munufoktur in Suchsen vom Ende des 16, bis zum Anfang des 19,
Fahrhunderts, Deutsche Akad. d. Wiss. Berlin, Schriften des Tnstituts for Geschichte,
ser. 1, vol. 3 (Berlin, 1958), pp. 58-61, 153-205; Kunze, ‘Produktionsweise’ {see n. 53
above), pp. 211f.; Kermann, Manufakiuren (see n. 75 above) ; Kisch, *Wupper’ {see n. 45
above), pp. 401ff.; Barkhausen, Montjoie (see n. 38 above), pp. 48, 60-4; Koch,
‘Aachener Nahnadelzunft’ (see n. 62 above), pp. 37-50; W, Freitag, Dir Entwickliung der
Kaiserstauterner Textilindustrie seit dem I8. Fahrhundert (Diss. rer. pol., Mannheim, 1960),
PP 22—41; Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 42 above), pp. 371, 89¢,
167-72; Schremmer, Bayern {(see n.40 above), pp.473-6, 487-91; Slawinger,
Manyfakiur in Kurbayern (see n. 94 above), esp. p. 139; Zorn, Bayrisch-Schwaben (see n. 73
above}, pp. 42—70; Wiest, Nipnberger Gewerbe (see n. 4 above), pp. 94, 103f.; O. Reuter,
Die Manufaktur im friankischen Raum, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte,
vol. 3 {Stuttgart, 1961), esp. pp. 1426.; Klima, ‘Role’ (see n. |8 above), pp. 53 ;
A. Klima, ‘English Capital in Bohemia in the Eighteenth Century’, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd
ser., 12 (1939/60), 34--48, esp. 42ff. ; H. Hassinger, ‘Der Stand der Manutakturen in den
deutschen Erblindern der Habsburgermonarchie am Ende des 18. Jahrhunderts', Die
wirlichaftliche Sitwation in Deutschland und Osterreich um die Wende vom 18 zum I9.
Jakrhundert, ed. F. Littge, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, vol. 6
{Stuttgart, 1964), pp. 110-76, esp. 1198.; Berkner, ‘Family’ (see n. 43 above),
pp- 1356, 239f.; Hofmann, ‘Osterreichische Baumwollwarenindustrie’ {see n. 38
above), pp. 524f,, 618fF, 6244, 638, 644f, 648L, 655{; G. Grull, ‘Die Strumpfabrik
Poneggen 17631818, Miticitungen des oberisterrerchischen Landesarchivs, 6 (1959), 5-135.

99 This was already emphasized by Marx, Cagital, vol. 1, Ch. 12, pp. 490-1, Ch. 30,
pp. 911-12. For a distinction between manufacture and factory see below, p. 300, n. 9.

100 See below, pp. 138,140,156f.

101 1n eastern Europe some industries were apparently organized on the basis of
centralized manufactures from the very beginning, while in the developed countries of
western Europe the same industries had evolved on the basis of dispersed artisanal or
rural production: A. Spiesz, Die Manufaktur im éstlichen Eurape, Kolner Vortrige zur
Sozial- und Wirschafisgeschichte, vol. 2 (Cologne, 1969}, pp. 4f.; of. J. Kocka,
Unternehmer in der deufschen Industrialisierung, Kleine Vandenhoeck-Reihe, vol. 1412
{Gottingen, 1973}, pp. 231
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102 This trend was observed in the older literature as well though its conditions,
causes and consequences were not really analyzed. See W. Roscher, * Nationalékonomie
des Handels und Gewerbeficisses’, in W. Roscher, Das System der Volkswirtschaft, vol. 3
(Stuttgart, 1881), pp. 541 ; Schmoller, Grundriss (see n. 1 above), pp. 481[F, esp. 185;
Biicher, ‘Betriebssysteme” {n. 1 above), pp. 185f, 190f.; Kulischer, Wirtschafisgeschichie
(see n. 40 above}, vol. 2, pp. 1204, 125ff.; Dobb, Studies {see n. | above), pp. 143#;
Charnbers, Rural Industries (sce n. 45 above), pp. 4376

103 This was already noted by Sée, ‘Remarques’ (see n. 65 above), when he
distinguished bctween two types of rural industry in France in the eighteenth century.
This thesis will be substantiated in the following section, pp. 111

104 L. White, Medizval Technology and Svcial Change (Oxford, 1962).

105 Cf. above, pp. 95, 106f.; see also Clarkson, Pre-industrial Economy (see n. 45
above), pp. 10If. Thus the division of labour in the making of needles in Iserlohn
{Westphalia), where most of the workers were employed in the putting-out system by the
owners of grinding and scouring mills, reached the degree which Adam Smith observed
in a centralized manufacture: Adam Smith, An fnquiry inte the Nature and Causes of the

‘ealth of Nations, ed. by R, H, Campbell, et al.,, The Glasgow Edition of the Works and
Correspondence of Adam Smith, vol. 2 {Oxford, 1976), vol. 1, Book, 1, Ch. 1, pp. 144,
see F. Schulte, Die Entwicklung der gewerblichen Wirtschaft in Rheinland- Westfalen im 15.
Jakrhundert, Schriften zur rheinisch-westfaiischen  Wirtschafisgeschichte, wvol. 1
(Cologne, 1959}, pp. 91-3; W. Schulte, Iserlohn. Die Geschichte riner Stadt (Iserlohn,
1937}, vol. 1, pp. 110-13. CI. also G. 8chanz, Jur Geschickte der Colonisation und Indusivie in
Franken. Die Furstentimer Ansbach und Bayrenth, Bayerische Wirtschaflts- und Verwaltungs-
studien, vol. 1 (Erlangen, 1884), vol. 1, pp. 303i.; F. Morgensiern, Die Further
Metallschliagerei (Tubingen, 1890}, p, 35f

106 The classic statement in Marx, Capital, vol. 1, Ch. 14, pp. 455-91. The attempt
has been made to quantify and compare the productivity of guild artisans, non-guild
artisans, and centralized manufactures: Kriger, Manufakiuren (see n. 13 above],
p. 186-9; cf. Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungshompagnic (see n. 41 above), 172; of. also
Landes, Promethens (sce n. 28 above), pp. 56—60 concerning the disadvantages of the
putting-out system.

107 The latter are emphasized in D. C. Coleman, ‘Textile Growth’, Texfile History
and Economic History (see n. 31 above), pp. 1-21, esp. 104,

108 For the technological development see Ch. Singer etal., A History of Technology,
vol. 3 {Oxford, 1937); A. P. Usher, A4 History of Mechanical nventions, 2nd ed.
{Cambridge, Mass., 1954}, A survey also in P. Léon in Histeire econ. (see n. 36 above),
vol. 2, pp. 233-50; D. Selia, ‘European Industries 1500-1700, in Fonfana Kconomic
History of Europe, vol. 2 (London, 1974), pp. 304—426, esp. 397-9; Landes, Prometheus
{see n. 29 above), pp. 80-6; Sombart, Der moderne Kapitaltsmus (n. 29 above), vol. 1,
pt. 2, pp. 480-012; cf. J. A. Schumpeter, Konjunkiurzvkien (1939, rpt. Gottingen, 1961},
vol. 1, pp. 233; of. Chambers, Nettinghamshire (see n. 49 above), pp. 90f.; Court, Midiand
Industries (see n. 45 above), pp. 103f1.; Rowlands, Masters (see n. 23 above), pp. 138f,,
pp- 154f.; Engels and Legers, Remscheider Werkzeugindustrie (see n. 23 above), pp. 56-70,
131-9, 145-7, 153-5, esp. pp. B2, 135. Greater detail is provided in the quantitative
analysis about productivity increases: W. Endrei, L'tvofution des technigues du filage et du
tissage dn Moyen Age a la révolution indusirielle, Industrie et artisanat, vol. 4 {Paris, 1968).

109 Sce above, pp. 278f. n. 49.

110 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trade (see n. 29 above;, pp. 105f, 284-6;
Chapman, Factory Masters {see n. 86 above), pp. 34 -4U}; Chapman, Genesis (see n. 49
above), pp. 19, 34.

111 Sombart, Der moderne Kapitalismus (see n. 29 above), vol. 2, pt. 2, pp. 734,
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Ashton, Eighteenth Century (n. 29 above), p. 116; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade
{(n. 29 above), pp. 106-8, 301--8, 411--48; Chapman, Factary Masters (see n. 86 above],
pp- 40-3, cf. 43-5; Court, Midland Industries (see n. 45 above), pp. 103&., 1944.;
Bodmer, Schwerzerische Textilwirischaft (see n, 38 above], pp. 1914, 210, 213; Schmoller
and Hintze, Seidenindustrie (see n. 49 above), vol. 3, pp. 101f.; Kisch, Mercantilism (see
n. 38 above}, p. 25; Kermann, Manufakturen (see n. 7 above), pp. 145, 2368, 253,
284f, 3553.; E. Strutz, *Wirtschafisgeschichte’, in J. Hashagen, K. J. Narr etal.,
Bergische Geschichte (Remscheid, 1958), pp. 346-55; Koch, Aachener Nohnadelzunft (see
n. 62 above), pp. 38f, 41-50,

112 Landes, Prometheus (see n. 28 above), pp. 811

113 Even the first jennies, which were hand operated and had a small number of
spindles, were largely installed in domestic workshops: Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton
Trade (seen. 29 above), p. 499; but they were the property of putting-out capitalists who
rented them out to spinners for money: Forberger, AManufakturen (see n. 98 above),
p- 289.

114 Kula, Theorie (see n. 10 above), pp. 85, 904, 96f.; of. W. Abel, Geschichie der
deutschen Landwirtschaft vom frihen Mittelalter bis zum 19, Juhrhundert, Deutsche Agrar-
geschichte, vol. 2, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart, 1967), pp. 330-5; W. Abel, ‘Die Lage der
deutschen Land- und Ernidhrungswirtschaft um 1800°, in Die wirtschaftliche Situation {see
n. 88 above), pp. 238-54, esp. 252f.; R. Forster, 'Obstacles 10 Agricultural Growth in
Eighteenth-Century France’, American Historical Review, 75 (1570}, 1600-13, esp.
16114, ; Brenner, *Agrarian Class Structure’ {see n. 8 above), pp. 48f.

115 CI above, pp. 96f., 971.

116 CL above p. 1994

117 See the literature below, under n. 120; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotten Trade (see
n. 29 above}, pp. 333f., 416—18, 451. In general see also Schumpeter, Konjunkturzykien
(see n. 108 above), vol. 1, pp. 154f.

118 Here the progress of industry was also hindered by the fact that the merchants
und putters-out had to shure the profit they made from the industrial production of the
rural population with the feudal lord who received rent from that production.
Furthermore, the direct or indirect investment of money in feudal estates may have
competed considerably with investment opportunities in trade and industry; cf. Kisch,
below, esp. pp. 184f.

119 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 29 above), pp. 451-5 and cf. p. 105
concerning the higher expense for the Dutch loom as opposed to the traditional loom
and its importance in goading the weavers to resistance.

120 Kulischer, Werischafisgeschichte (see n, 40 above), vol. 2, pp. 111, 172-4;
Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 29 above), pp.98-106; Chambers,
Nottinghamshire (see n. 49 above), pp. 89-92; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textifwirtschaft (see
n. 38 above), pp. 154 H. Mottek, Wirtschaftsgeschichie Denischilands. Ein Grundriss Sthed,
(Berlin, GDR, 1868), vol. 1, pp. 272f.; Forberger, Manufaktur (see n. 98 above),
pp. 138-41.

121 Wissel, Handwerk (see n. 4 above), vol. 2, pp. 312-22. Cf. above, p. 106.

122 Engels and Legers, Remscherder Werkzengindustrie (see n. 23 above), vol 1,
pp- 131-9, cf. also pp. 36i., 69, 223f.

123 Cf. above pp. 99, also with regard to the following exposition.

124 Cf. above, pp. 105f. and n. 64,

125 Cf. below, pp. 121f.

126 Cf. Marx, Capital, vol. 3, Ch. 16, pp. 279f.

127 Cf Hobsbawm, ‘Machine Breakers’ (see n. 77 above), concerning the reasons
why the direct producers —even under industrial capitalism regjected ‘technical
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progress’ and the extent to which they did so. Concerning the reason why the behaviour
of wage labourers resembled that of petty commodity producers, see above, p. 108.

128 See above, pp. 1044, 108f.

129 Cf. below, p. 123. A well-documented example for the lowering of wages by the
putter-out in the face of marketing difficulties and for the introduction of improved
methods of production {probably the flying shuttle} in the face of labour scarcity is
provided for the West Riding woolen industry at the beginning of the 1770s: T. 5.
Ashton, Economic Fluctuations in England 1700- 1800 (Oxford, 1959}, pp. 1581

130 Cf. above, pp. 280, n. 61.

131 E.g. 5. D. Chapman, ‘Enterprise and Innovation in the British Hosiery Industry,
173018500, Textrle History, 5 (1974, 14-37, esp. 28f. Cf. the evidence for Lancashire
where the tendency of rising wages was particularly marked during the eighteenth
century compared with other English regions ; the rise was accelerated fram about 1760
anward : Gilboy, Wages {see n. 29 above), esp. pp. 176-90, 2159, 2401 ; E. W. Gilboy,
‘The Cost of Real Wages in Eighteenth Century England’, The Review of Economic
Statistics, 18 (1936), 134—43; these works, however, do not contain wage-series from the
textile industry.

The argument I have developed here stands outside the controversy as to whether the
development of relative factor prices is decisive, for the process of substitution only or
also for technological progress in the narrow sense, in determining whether more labour
or more capital is saved.[ Concerning this controversy see W, E. G. Salter, Productivity and
Technical Change, 2nd ed., University of Cambridge. Department of Applied Economics.
Monographs, vol. 6 (Cambridge, 1966), pp. 41-5 against J. R. Hicks, The Theory of
Wages (London, 1932), pp. 123-5; cf. N. Rasenberg, “The Direction of Technological
Change: Inducement Mechanisms and Focusing Devices’, Economic Development and
Cultural Change, 18 (1969-70), pp. 1-24, esp. 1ff.] For the productivity of labour, which
15 here used as the most important indicator, can be raised by substitution or
technological progress. For the early phases of industrialization when human strength
was replaced by mechanical power Salter (p. 43) recognizes a ‘labour-saving bias’ of
technelogical progress. CF also Rosenberg’s argument concerning the *most restrictive
constraint’ or ‘bottleneck’ {esp. pp. 12-17 concerning the availability of labour). More
than in H. J. Habakkuk, dmerican and British Technology in the Nineleenth Century. The Search
for Labour-Saving faventions {Cambridge, 1962) the factor prices and bottienecks are here
considered as mechanisms which determine merely the concrete manifestations of
innovations, the iime of their application etc. It is a more fundamenial problem to
determine why some economies make a productive respanse to such a challenge and why
others fail to do so (Rosenberg, p. 5, nn. 19f.). The relative stagnation of urban crafts,
for example, where the guilds guaranteed relatively high wages, demonsirates that high
wages were not a sufficient precondition for raising the productivity of labour; on the
contrary, they could lead 1o an industry’s stagnation and decline. 1 see the reasons why
an economy <ould or could not make positive responses 10 economic challenges in the
relations of production: in the periad under discussion emerging capitalist relations of
production offered more favourable conditions than the older relations of production.

In any case, the argument that the relative factor prices and bottlenecks challenged
the economy to industrialize cannot be applied generally but applies primarily to
England: the countries which industrialized subsequently had te deal with her
competition and not with labaur shortage and high wages. If, despite minimal wages,
those countries which industrialized later had to offer their products for a higher price
than the advanced regian, their only alternative to decline was the transition to the
advanced technology. For example in the Ravensberg (Westphalia} linen industry,
machine-spinning was introduced after the price of hand-spun yarn and the incomes of
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spinners had drastically declined owing to the competition of imported machine-spun
yarn: G. Adelmann, ‘Strukturelle Krisen im Textilgewerbe Nordwestdeutschlands zu
Beginn der Industralisierung’, Wirtschaftspalitik und Arbeitsmarkt, ed. H. Kellenbenz
{Munich, 1974}, pp. 110-28, esp. L16f, 126f.; G. Engel, Ravensberger Spinnerei AG
Bivlefeld (Bielefeld, 1954), pp. 46#t.; cf. Schmidt, Firmen (sce n. 65 above), pp. 148f.,
206-49; in general terms, and arguing on the basis of the situation of the labourers:
W. E. Moore, Industrialization and Labor (Ithaca, New York, 1951}, pp. 55f, 304f. Other
mechanisms which stimulate innovations, esp. in the advanced industrial capitalism of
the late nineteenth and twentieth century, are dealt with in D. Felix, ‘Technological
Dualism in Late Industrializers’, Jeurn. Econ. Hist., 34 (1974), 194 -238.

132 Kula, Théorie (see n. 10 abave), p. 110; W. Abel, Massenarmut und Hungerkrisen im
vorindusiriellen Europa. Versuch einer Synopsis {Hamburg etc., 1974), pp. 2918., 300f. Cf.
above, pp. 311, 96f., 1141,

133 See above, pp. 30-3.

134 W. Achilles, ‘Getreidepreise und Getreidehandelsbeziehungen europiischer
Raume im 16, und 17. Jahrhundert', {. Agrarg. Agrarsoziol., 7 (1939), 32-55; Kula,
Theorie {see n. 10 above), pp. 6570, 981, 1551.; C. W. ]J. Granger and C. M. Elliotr, ‘A
Fresh Look at Wheat Prices in the Eighteenth Century’, Econ. Hist, Rev., 2nd ser., 20
{1967), 257-63; L. A, Tilly, “The Food Riot as a Farm of Political Conflict in France’,
Fournal of Interdisciplinary History, 2 (1971), 23-57, esp. 35—45; of. Abel, Massenarmut (see
n. 132 above), pp. 216- 26, 272, 295-300, of. also 39-41, 138-66, 169-74, 177f,
179-83, 195-7, 202f., 258L; C. -E. Labrousse, Esquisse du mouvement des prix et des revenues
en France au 18° sivcle, Collection scientifique d’économie politique, vol. 3 (Paris, 1933),
pp. 6-9, 83L, 103-13, 5331; C. -E. Labrousse, ‘Prix et structure régionale: le froment
dans les regions frangaises 1782—1790°, Annales dhistotre sociale, 1 (1939), 382—400; C.-E.
Labrousse, ‘Comment contrdler les mercuriales? Le test de concordance’, Annales
d’histoire soctale, 2 (1940), pp. 117-50.

135 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n, 29 above), pp. 355-83; Shelton,
Hunger (see n. 77 above), esp. 36i., 141-6; Kaplow, Elbenf (see n. 45 above), pp. 126ff;
Berkner, Femily {n, 45 above), pp. 2748.; Bois, Paysans de ['Quest (see n. 23 abave},
pp. 532441.; Tilly, Vedée (see n. 43 abave), pp. 2194 ; Jacquemyns, Flandres (see n. 23
above), pp. 324-9. Cf. also R. B. Rose, ‘Eightcenth-Century Price Riots and Public
Policy in England’, International Review of Social History, 6 (1961}, 277-92; Rudé, Crowd
(see n. 77 above), pp. 210, 35, 476, esp. 37; Thompson, English Woerking Class {see
n. 77 above}, pp. 676.; Thompsan, ‘The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the
Eighteenth Century’, Past and Present, 20 (1971), 76136,

136 Both the grain ard flax harvests were bad in Ireland, for exammple, in 1800: Gill,
Irish Linen Industry (see n. 23 above}, pp. 340f, Abel, Massenarmut {see n. 132 above},
p- 184 and Labrousse, Esquisse (see n. 134 above], pp. 313-17 observe that in times of
dearth flax and wool prices did usually not meve parallel with food prices.

137 Ashion, Fluctuations (see n. 129 above}, p.39f (concerning wool); cf.
Westernhagen, ‘Leinwandmanufaktur® (see n. 13 above), pp. 9. (concerning Hax);
Lebrun, Verviers (see n. 53 above), pp. 290-310, 326-340 (in detail about the
movement of wool-prices, cloth-prices, and the volume of sales). But also see Kiihn,
‘Hirschberger Leinwandhandel’ (see n. 23 above], p. 34; Labrousse, in: Histoire
economigue (see n, 36 above}, vol. 2, p. 352,

138 Cf. below, p. 122 and Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnte (see n. 42 above},
PP- 213 18, «f. 101; Kaplow, Efbeuf (sce n. 45 above), p. 47; Bodmer, Schweizerische
Textilwirtschafl (see n. 38 above), pp. 206f.; cf. alsa Mann, Cloth (see n. 45 above),
pp. 2604, 269

139 Ulrich Briker, ‘Lebensgeschichte und natirliche Ebenteuer {sicj des armen
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Mannes im Tockenburg® (1789), in: Briker, Werke in einem Bande, ed. H. -G. Thalheim,
Biblicthek deutscher Klassiker (Berlin etc., 1964), p. 221 {Eng. tr. U. Briker, The Life
Story and Real Adventures of the Poor Man of Toggenburg (Edinburgh, 1970), pp. 162-5);
Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirtschaft (see n. 38 above), pp. 206, 221, 229, bur cf. 135f.

140 Labrousse, Esguisse (see n. 134 above), pp. 354, 560, cf. pp. 528-87, concerning
the relatively smaller fluctuations of industrial commodity prices, see pp. 315-20,
325-30; also Abel, Massengrmut (see n. 132 above), pp. 204, 206, 260—4. Concerning the
effects of harvest-fluctuations on the industrial population in general ¢f. above, pp. 31£,,
89, Important however the qualifications in P. Dardel, ‘Crises et faillites 4 Rouen et
dans la Haute-Normandie de 1740 a 'an V°, Revue d histotre economique et sociale, 27 (1948),
53-71; D. Landes, “Statistical Study of French Crises’, Fourn. Econ. Hist,, 10 (1950),
195-211.

141 According to K. Blaschke, Bevolkerungsgeschichte von Sachsen bis zur indusiriellen
Revolution (Weimar, 1967), 126--9. Concerning the crisis mortality in the woolen region
of Eichsfeld (Central Germany) in 1770-2 see Haendley, ‘Bauern’ {sce n. 33 abave),
Pp- 1946. In the wool-weaving village of Mouy in [693—4 the number of marriages
declined less than in the agrarian village Auneuil (though the number of cases is very
small}, conceptions declined equally, and deaths surged particularly high: P. Goubert,
Beauvais et les Beauvaisis de 1600 @ 1730, Démographie et sociétés, vol. 3 {Paris, 1960,
vol. 1, pp. 47E, 30, 52f., 78L, vol. 2, 56f. The number of marriages declined, though the
female marriage-age did not rise, in the framework knitter village of Shepshed under bad
economic conditions: Levine, FamifyFormation{see n. 52 above), pp. 80, cf. 63. The thesis
that proto-industrial regions generally show no significant demographic reactions to
economi¢ crises {Mendels, ‘Proto-Industrialization’ {n. 48 above}, pp. 251{; cf. also
above, pp. BIL,, 91{L) needs 10 be more carefully examined in the light of what is argued
here. The development in proto-industrial regions should also be seen in conjunction
with the fact that the demographic consequences of crises declined in many agricultural
regions as well in the eighteenth century.

142 Labrousse, Esquisse (sec n. 134 above), pp. 531, 555-61, 564-7; F. F. Mendels,
‘Industry and Marriages in Flanders before the Industrial Revolution®, Population and
Economics, ed. P. Deprez (Winmnipeg, 1970), pp. 81-93, esp. 88L. See also the remarks in
Smith, Wealth of Nations (see n. 105), vol. 1, Bk. 1, Ch. 8, pp. 102f.

143 Calculated on the basis of ‘Nachweisung wieviel leinene Waare von 1745/49 bis
1789/90 in Schlesien, und zwar in byden Cammer-Departments ausser Landes versandt
warden’, Sehlesische Provinzialblatter, 31 {1800}, 9—12 {concerning this source, see above,
p. 232, n.131); of. Zimmermann, Blute (see n. 23 above), pp. 462-5; Kiihn,
‘Hirschberger Leinwandhandel’ (n. 23 above), p. [30. For 1772/73 the value of the
linen exports from Silesia is missing. The value of linen exported from Hirschberg, which
had amounted to 39%; of the total Silesian linen export during the two preceding years,
declined by 3.8 from 17712 to 1772-35. The quantity of linen export from Landeshut
rose by 1.1 in the same year {calculated according to Kiihn, p. 150}. The year 1772
was a year of ‘scarcity and dearness’ in Silesia as well: Fechner, Wirtschaftsgeschichte
(n. 23 above), p. 706; Kiihn, p. 53f,

144 Fechner, Wirtschafisgeschichie {see n. 23 above), pp. 704-7; Woesternhagen,
‘Leinwandmanufaktur’ (see n. 13 above), pp. 19L

143 Cf. above, pp. 91

146 Mendels, ‘Industry’ (see n. 141 above], p. B3; Mendels, ‘Industrialization’ (see
n. 29 above), p. 9.

147 Cf. below, pp. 130t

148 Calculated according to ‘Nachweisung wieviele leinene Waare’ (see n. 143
above). See also Kihn, Lenwandhande! (see n. 23 above), p. 52.
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149 See below, p. 122,

150 Calculated according to (. Schumann, Die Laendeshuter Leinenindustrie in
Vergangenheit und Gegenwart, Abhandlungen des wirtschaftlichen Seminars zu Jena,
vol. 19, pt. | (Jena, 1928}, p. 128. Concerning the impact of the Napoleonic Wars and
the Continental Blockade on the development of European industry sec below, pp, 1471,
Other examples of crises caused by war: Kaplow, Elbenf {see n. 43 above), pp. 431,
pp. 112-20, 123-6; Deschesne, Vesdre {sce n, 53 above}, pp. 172-81, 192-8; Heaton,
Yorkshire (sce n. 23 above), pp. 41-4, 47-9; Court, Midland Industries (see n. 45 above),
pp. 206—12; Gill, frish Linen {see n. 23 above), pp. 179f.; Dascher, Hessen-FKassel (see
n. 66 above), pp. 149-51;cf. also below, p. 122, n. 161, p. 293, 0. 172; but also below
pp- 125, 1301,

151 K. Marx, Theories of Surplus Value {London and Moscow, 1969), vol. 2, Ch. 17,
pp. 492-533; cf. Sweezy, Theory (see n. 87 above), pp. 1384 ; K. Kithne, Okonomic und
Marxismus (Neuwied etc., 1974}, vol. 2, pp. 361ff.; V. -M. Bader etal, Krise und
Kapitalismus bet Marx, 2 vols. (Frankfurt, A. M., 1975).

152 Kiihn, Hirschberger Leinwandhandel (see n, 23 above), pp. 41f. ; Schmidt, ‘Firmen’
{see n, 63 above), pp. 33—5. Concerning the long periods of the turnover of capital in the
putling-out systermn as well see Mann, “Wiltshire’ (see n. 29 above), pp. 81f.; Kisch,
‘Wupper’ (see n. 45 above), pp. 577f.; E. Barkhausen, Mongoie (see n. 38 above]), p. 34.

153 Wilson, Merchants (see n. 23 above), pp. 78f.; Lebrun, Ferviers (see n. 53 above),
pp. 378if., 383f.

154 Cf. above, pp. 994,

155 B. E. Supple, Commercial Crisis and Change in England 1600-1642 (1959; pt.
Cambridge, 1970}, pp. 10ff.; of. Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirischaft (see n. 38 above),
p- 241.

156 The concept ‘trading goods crisis’ (Handelswarenkrise] comes from
M. Bouniatian, Wirtschaftskrisen und Uberkapitalisation. Eine Untersuchung iiber die
Erscheinungsformen und  Ursachen der  periodischen Wirtschafiskrisen (Munich, 1908),
pp. 30-7; cf. A. Spicthoff, Di¢ wirischafilichen Wechsellagen {Tlibingen etc., 1933), val. 1,
pp. 60f. Examnples are to be found in Kiithn, Hirschberger Leimwandhandel (see n. 23
above), pp.52-6, 59; Schmidt, Firmen (see n. 63 above), pp. 30, 32-4, 48f;
A. Wrasmann, ‘Das Heuerlingswesen im Flrstentum Osnabriick’, pt. 2, Mitteilungen des
Vereins fur Geschichte und Landeskunde vor Osnabruck, 44 (1521}, p. 17.

157 Cf. above, pp. 1001.

158 See Wrasmann, ‘Heuerlingswesen’, pt. 2 (see n. 156 above), p. 17f., though he
gives only aggregate figures for the entire region and explains the rising output during
the crisis by the growth of that part of the population which depended on spinning and
weaving. Cf. below p. 158 and n. 127. Guilds, wherever they existed, could attempt to
limit the output per producer: Engels and Legers, Remscheid (see n. 23 above), vol. 1,
pp- B2-5. The reason why the consequences of the crisis in the area of petty commodity-
production differed from its consequences in capitalist commodity-production does not
lie in the subjective attitudes of the direct producers, but in the objective relations of
production {cf. above p. 108). The wage-labourer under capitalism must sell his labour
power, just as the petty producer must scll his product, in order to earn his livelihood.
Consequently the former, like the iatter, can be forced by a lower income to make more
of his commaodity available: his lubour-power as well as that of his wife and children in
the former case; products in the lacter case. Concerning the wage-labourer sec M. Dobb,
Wages (London, 1956), pp. 125f., 147f. Hicks, Wages (see n. 131 above), pp. 97-102.
The difference between the two lies in the fact that the petty commodity-producer {with
the qualifications outlined on the following pages) himself decides whether he wants to
manufacture a product or not, while under capitalist conditions the direct producer’s
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‘willingness to work’ leads to the manufacture of a product only if he is employed by a
capitalist who anticipates a profit. In contrast to this, sce the interpretation above,
pp. 421, 454, 31.

159 Onc example out of many: Rowlands, Adasters (see n. 23 above), pp. 82f. Cf. the
statements cited above, p. 2741, n. 29, which considered high wages as an incentive to
better work.

160 Detailed calculations, which are based on the same considerations, were made by
W. Achilles, ‘I}e Bedeutung des Flachsanbaus im siidlichen Niedersachsen fiir Bauern
und Angehorige der unterbduerlichen Schicht im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert’, Agrarisches
Nebengewerbe (see n. 65 above), pp. 109-24 about the cost—profit relationships in the
cultivation and processing of flax. This relationship varicd from large estates to peasant
farms to sub-peasant holdings.

161 The linen export from Landeshut fell by 36%, in 1793 compared with the
previous year. Calculated according to Zimmcermann, Blite (sce n. 23 above), pp. 4701
Fechner, Wirtschafisgeschichte (n. 23 above), p. 710; Schumann, Landeshuter Leinen-
industrie (see n. 150 above}, p. 128. Since the weavers were subject to feudal obligations,
their revolts tended to combine with peasant revolts and took on anti-feudal
characteristics; they were also stimulated, up to a degree, by impressions of the French
Revolution: Zimmermann, Blite, pp. 188-207; Fechner, Wirtschaftsgeschichie,
pp- 710-21; J. Ziekursch, Hundert Fahre schlesischer Agrargeschichte. Vom Hubertusburger
Frieden bis zum Abschiuss der Bauernbefretung, 2nd ed. (Breslau, 1927), pp. 228-37.

162 Wilson, AMerchants (see n. 23 above), p. 48,

163 Supple, Crisis {see n. 155 above}, pp. 33—-58; Mann, Cloth (see n. 45 above),
p. 102, cf. pp. 89 ; Mann, ‘Wiltshire’ (see n. 29 above}, pp. 67—72, 94{.; Levine, Family
Furmativon {see n. 52 above), pp. 22(.; Kisch, Mercantilism (sce n. 38 above), p. 12, 33f,;
Kach, '‘Nahnadelzunft’ {see n. 62 above), p. 82; Kisch, ‘Wupper’ (see n. 43 above},
pp. 403t ; Kaplow, Elfbenf (see n. 45 above), pp. 45-8, 106-8, 124-6; Tilly, Vendée (see
n. 45 abovel, pp. 217H.; Deschesne, Fesdre (sce n. 53 above), pp. 206—8; T. Geering,
Handel und Industrie der Stadt Basel. Junfiwesen und Wirischaftsgeschichte bis zum fnde des I7.
Fakrhunderis (Basel, 1886), pp. 622f.

164 Kisch, Mercantilism (see n. 38 above}, pp. 33f.; H. Botzet, ‘Die Geschichte der
sozialen Verhiltnisse in Krefeld und ihre wirtschafilichen Zusammenhinge' {WiSo
Diss,, Cologne, 1954), pp. 20-39.

165 Schumpeter, Aonjunkturzyklen (see n. 108 above), vol. |, pp. 242-63; Spichof,
Wechsellagen (see n. 156 above), vol. 1, 86— 110; Sombart, Der moderne Kapitalismus (see
n. 29 abovej, vol. 2, pt. 1, pp. 208—-28; Mendels, ‘Proto-Industrialization’ (see n. 48
above), pp. 236t.; M. Bouniatian, Geschichie der Handelskrisen in England . . . 1640 1840
{Munich, 1908), pp. 127-50; Labrousse, in: Histoire economigue (see n. 36 above), vol. 2,
pp. 545—63; Supple, Crisis (see n. 155 above), pp. 8—18; Ashton, Fluctuations (scen. 129
above), esp. pp. 138-78; 5t. Skalweit, Die Berliner Wirtschafiskrise von 1762 und thre
Hintergriinde, VEWG Beiheft 34 (Stutegart, 1937), esp. pp. 38—48.

166 From 1748-9 to 178990 between 71 and §3Y%, of the Silesian linen expart went
to ‘England, Holland, France, Spain, Portugal, thc West Indies and other parts of the
world’; only 5 to [4"%, went to Austria, Switzerland, Saxony, the other states of the
Empire, and Prussia. 2.5 to 5.5%; went to Prussia alone, while the consumption in the
province Silesia is unknown; calculated for 5-year periods according to the tables about
the valuc of linen exported from Silesia: ‘Nachweisung wieviele leinene Waare' (see
n. 143 above). CFL also above, pp. 35t

167 See above, pp. 18, 316

168 See above, p. 18.

169 Even during proto-industrialization, when the industries working for luxury
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demand were of considerable importance, the development of luxury demand could
hardly replace that of mass demand. This is illustrated by the fact that the continuously-
growing Kreleld silk-industry was not built on the demand of the feudal nobility of the
eastern half of Prussia — it was indeed cut off from this market — while the Berlin silk-
industry which had a monopoly on this market survived only as long as it was supported
by state subsidies and privileges. Kisch, Mercantifism (see n. 38 above), esp. p. 8f;
Kriger, Manufakturen [see n. 13 above), pp. 161-4; M. Barkhausen, Wirtschafislenfung
(sec n. 49 above), pp. 203-5.

170 Cf. above, p. 113,

171 Here Sombart’s theses need to be revised: W. Sombart, Luxys und Kapitalismus
{Munichetc., 1912; rpt. 1922]; W. Sombart, Krieg und Kapitalismus (Munich etc., 1913},
Concerning the limited importance of luxury demand compared with mass demand,
also see the discussion in D, E. €. Eversley, *The Home Market and Economic Growth
in England 1750-1780°, Land, Labour and Fopulation in the Industrial Revolution. Essays
presented to . D. Chambers, eds. E. L. Jones and G. E. Mingay (London, 1967),
p. 206—59; concerning the demand gencrated by the state, see the scepticism in
Schumpeter, Konjunkturzykien (see n. 108 above), val. 1, pp. 2471

172 Thus, in England, the volume of processed cotton could grow much more (by
37"%,) than the export of cotton products (by 99, between the decade 1760-9 and
1770--9, i.e. during the crucial phase of the transition to machine spinning: Eversley,
‘Home Markets' (see n. 171 above}, p. 255; the figures are calculated on the basis of
Deane and Cole, Growth (see n. 39 above}, pp. 51, 39. Concerning the export crisis
during the War of the American Revolution see Eversley, ‘Home Markels’, pp. 247-9;
Ashton, Fluctuations (sce n. 129 above), pp. 160—4; Chambers, Nottinghamshire (see n. 49
above}, pp. 97f.

173 From 1700-9to 1760-9 the English exports of iron and steel rose eighdold, those
of linen 42-fold, those of couon produces rmore than 17-fold ; according to Deane and
Cole, Growth (see n. 39 above], p. 59.

174 A. H. John, ‘Wars and the English Economy 1700-63", Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser.,
7 {1955), 329-44; cf. Ashton, Fluctuations (see n. 129 above), pp. 49-83. Cf. below,
pp. 130f.

175 Concerning the importance of the domestic market and the export market, see
the balanced discussion in E. J. Hobsbawrm, Industry and Empire, The Pelican Economic
History of Britain, vol. 3 (London, 1968), pp. 40-8; Landes, Promethens (see n. 29
above}, pp. 46—56. Cf. above, pp. 33f. and below, pp. 144f.

Notes to Chapter 53 (Excursus}

176 This excursus owes much to D. .. North and R. P. Thomas, The Rise of the
Western World, A New Economic Histery (Cambridge, 1973), whose theory places the
interrelationship between the econormic growth process and institutional change in the
context of secular crises and upswings, as well as the expansion of markets. In trying to
determine the institutions which promoted growth, however, they are biased and fall
back on the positions of classic economic liberalism (sce e.g. p. 91). Cf. H. Medick,
Naturzustand und Naturgeschichte der birgerlichen Gesellschaft. Die Urspriinge der bitrgerfichen
Sozigltheorie als Geschichtsphilasophie und Sozialwissenschafl bet Samuel Pufendorf, John Locke
und Adam Smith, Kritische Studien zur Geschichtswissenschatft, vol. 5 (Gottingen, 1973,
pp- 2621.; J. 8. Mill, Principles of Political Economy, Book 5, esp. Chs. 1, 8and 11,in J. 8.
Mill, Coflected Works, vol. 3 {Taronto and London, 1963}, pp. 7954, 880ff., 9364 ; <L
alse W, Roscher, '‘Grundlagen der Nationalokonomie’, in W. Roscher, System der
Volkswirtschaft, 18th ed. (Stuctgart, 1886), vol. |, pp. 148-214.
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177 This ambivalence which was pointed out in the critique of political economy but
is ignored by North and Thomas must be taken into consideration. See, on one side,
Marx, Grundrisse (see n. 28 abave), pp. 239-43; Marx, Capital, vol. 1, Ch. 2, pp. 178
on the other side, Marx, Capital, vol. 1, Chs. 26—32, pp. 873-930.

178 Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft (see n. 21 above), vol. 2, p.663; f
P. Andersan, Lincages of the Absolutist State (London, 1974), esp. pp. 18ff., 4281

179 The connection between power politics and economic policy is also emphasized
by C. H. Wilson, ‘Trade, Society and the State’, Cambridge Economic History, vol. 4
(Cambridge, 1967), pp. 487--375, esp. 495, 498f., 516, 521, 3564., 570.

180 Cf. above p. 25.

181 Also in Wilson, ‘Trade’, pp. 570f, cf. 5271

182 Also in North and Thomas, Rise (see n. 176 above), esp. pp. 98—101. This is also
emphasized by G. Ardant, ‘Financial Policy and Economic Infrastructure of Modern
States and Nations’, The Formation of National Stales in Western Europe, ed. Ch. Tilly,
Studies in Palitical Development, vol. 8 (Princeton, N. J., 1975), pp. 164242,

183 See the attermptin H. Gerstenberger, ‘Zur Theorie der historischen Konstitution
des biirgerlichen Staates’, Probleme des Klassenkampfes, 8/9 (1973), 207 -26, although this
article overemphasizes the need to support mercantile interests abroad; cf. also
H. Gerstenberger, Jur politischen Okonomie der birgerlichen Gesellschaft. Die Bedingungen
threr Konstitution in den €754 (Frankfurt, a. M., n.d.), esp. pp. 115-34.

184 This direction has been followed by the more recent literature, esp. in the case of
Prussia, see below, pp. 298t n. 217,

185 North and Thomas, Rise (see n. 176 above), pp. 1T, 21, 146-56. This implies
that the comprehensive analysis of the economic development of a specific society must
include the non-economic conditions of growth in addition to the economic stimuli and
impediments to growth {concerning the latter, see above, pp. 1044f.).

186 Cf. Schmoller, Volkswirischaflslehre (see n. | above), vol, 1, pp. 3131L

187 See above pp. 221, and the literature under n. 52 above. In the internationally-
important cotton industry of eighteenth-century Augsburg, the urban, guild-organized
weavers preserved a strong position, because they specialized in certain products and
because they had a strong guild organization ; but the cotton-entrepreneurs, in hard and
protracted struggles, succeeded in assuring the processing of enough cotton clath that
was woven outside the city: Zorn, Bayerisch-Schwaben {see n. 73 above), pp. 42-6, 51 -8,
62—6, 68f.; Dirr, *Augsburgs Textilindustrie’ (n. 73 above), pp. 46-95.

188 See above pp. L7, 261, also with regard to the role of the collective institutions
of the village community. Rights in communal resources were often part of the agrarian
basis of the land-poor population that shifted to industry.

189 Cf. Berkner, ‘Family’ (see n. 45 above), pp. 16411, 1694, 1778, 194ff. Cf. above
pp- 17f

190 Purg, ‘Struktur’ (see n. 15 abave), vol. 2, pp. 1211.; cf. Pavlenko and Kafengaus,
in: Geschichte der USSR (seen. 11 above), vol. 1, pt. 2, pp. 436, 440, 532{.; cf. also above
pp. 18ff, 96ff. Cf. also the discussion about the reasons why an intensive linen industry
did not exist in the southern parts of Ireland in Gill, frish Linen Trade (see n. 23 above),
pp. 20-7, 145,

191 See above, pp. 20f., 29, 97f, and below, pp. 113,125 142f, 1491

192 Cf. Puri, ‘Struktur’ (see n. 15 above), vol. 2, pp. 1044, 120-2.

193 Cf. already Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft (see n. 21 above), vol. 1, pp. 254,
cf. 6241, vol. 2, pp. 717-21.

194 E. F. Heckscher, Der Merkantilismus (Jena, 1932), vol. L, pp. 27-50.

195 See e.g. above p. 122 and the literature under n. 161,
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196 Heckscher, Merkantifismus (sce n. 194 above}, vol. 1, pp. 138-48, 243-30;
Potthoff, ‘Leinenleggen’ (see n. 23 above), pp. 36-54.

197 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 29 above), pp. 395—400; Pollard,
Management (see n. B7 above}, pp. 33f.; Bodmer, Schweizerische Textilwirtschaft {sce n. 38
above), p.255; Hofmann, ‘Osterreichische Baumwollwarenindustrie’ {see n. 38
above), pp. 5321f.; E. Barkhausen, Monfjoie {see n. 38 above), pp. 102-12.

198 Wadsworth and Mann, Cotton Trade (see n. 29 above), pp. 340—83; Chambers,
Nottinghamshire (see n. 42 above), pp. 35~44; Gill, Irisk Linen Trade {see n. 23 above],
pp. 136—44; Léon, in: Histoire economique (see n. 36 above), vol. 2, pp. 679-81;
E. Barkhausecn, Montjoie (sce n. 38 above), pp, 80—102 {also pp. 81f. about the closed
‘organization of putters-out); Kisch, *Wupper® (see n. 45 above), 401-7; of. Kriger,
Manufakiuren {sce n. 15 above), 43843,

199 Sombart, Der moderne Kapitalismus {see n. 2% above}, vol. 1, pt. 2, pp. 814 - 24, cf.
811; Pollard, Management (scc n. 87), pp. 163-6; Wilson, England (see n. 63 above),
pp. 346-52; Levine, Family Formation (see n.52 abowve), pp. 20f, 30f.; Hinze,
Arbeiterfrage (sce n. 15 above), pp. 155-71; H. Eichler, “Zucht- und Arbeitshiuser in
den mittleren &stlichen Provinzen Brandenburg-Preussens’, 7b. Wirtsch. G. (1970}, p1. 1,
127—47; W. Woll, Jur Geschichte des Armen- und Arbeilshouses in Potsdem 1774— 1800,
Verdffentlichungen des Bezirksheimatmuseums in Potsdam, vol. 2 (Potsdam, 1963);
Kriger, Manufakturen (see n. 15 above), pp. 139-48; Forberger, Manyfaktur {see n. 98
above), pp. 154, 158-60, 215-18; Slawinger, Manufaktur {see n. 94 above), pp. 76-81;
Reuter, Manufaktur {see n. 98 above), pp. 22f,, 25f, 69, 123, 149f.

200 But there were also very unequal trading coniracts; a particularly flagrant
example is the trade agreement between Prussia and Poland of 1775, see Kruger,
Manufakturen (see n. 15 above], pp. 98f.; H. Rachel, '‘Der Merkantilismus in
Brandenburg-Preussen’, Forschungen zur Brandemburgischen und Preussischen Ceschichie, 40
(1927), p. 258; M. Herzfeld, ‘Der polnische Handelsvertrag von 1775, Forschungen zur
Brandenburgischen und Preussischen Geschichte, 32 (1919}, 37-107, vol. 35 (15923}, 45-82,
vol. 36 {1924), 210-20; see the data in H. Rachel, Handels- Joll- und Akzisepolitik, Acta
Borussica, vol. 3, 2 (Berlin, 1928), pp. 487-506.

201 Also in Wilson, ‘Trade’ (see n. 179}, pp. 335, 562.

202 North and Thomas, Rise (see n. 176), pp. 17, 944,

203 John, ‘Wars’ (see n. 174 above) ; Wilson, Englend (see n. 63 ubove], pp. 276-87.
Cf. also above, p. 120.

204 Sec above, pp. 345

205 Hobsbawm, fndustry (seen. 175), p. 50; cf. also Wilson, England (see n. 63 above),
Pp. 263—87; also above pp. 125(. and below pp. 144f.

206 Cf. the discussion about the ‘social foundations of absolutism’: F. Hartung and
R. Mousnier, *Quelques probl#mes concernant la monarchie absolue’, 10. Congress
infernazionale di scienze storiche Roma 4.— 11.9.19535, Relazioni 4 {Florence, n.d., Biblioteca
Storica Sansoni, n. s. vol. xxv), pp. 1-55 and 429-43; E. Molnar, ‘Les fondements
économiques et sociaux de I'absolutisme’, [2¢ Congres internationat des sciences historigues
Vienna 29.8. & 5.9.1965, (Vienna, n. d.), vol. 4, pp. 135-69 and vol. 5, pp. 675-716;
R. Vierhaus, ‘Absolutismus’, in Sewjetspstern und demokratische Gesellschafi. Eine vergleichende
Enzykiopadie, ed. C. D. Kernig (Freiburg i.B., 1966), vol. |, columns 17-37 and the
literature cited there. The differences in the socio-economic foundations of absolutism in
eastern and western Europe have recently been emphasized in Anderson, Abselutist State
{sce n. 178 above), esp. pp. 18f1., 43ff, 1594, 2214, 4281

207 North and Thomas, Rise (see n. 176 above) in principle include the discussion of
the tax system, the governmental structure, and economic development in their theory,
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but they make a rather crude distinction between absolutist states and those which were
governed by representarive bodies, without pursuing the question of whose interests
were represented in the latter; see esp. pp. 38, 127.

208 See the interesting study by R. Braun, “Taxation, Sociopolitical Structure, and
Staie Building: Great Britain and Brandenburg-Prussia®, Formation of National States (see
n. 182 above), pp. 243-327; Ardant, ‘Financial Policy’ {n. 182 above].

209 Heckscher, Merkantilismus {see n. 194 above), vol. 1, pp. 28-38.

210 North and Thomas, Rise (see n. 176 abave], pp. 147-8, 152-5; Dobb, Studies
{see n. 1 above), pp. 161-76; Wilson, England (see n. 63 above), pp. 269H. ; Clarkson,
Pre-industrial Economy (see n. 43 above}, pp. 139-83. Concerning the monopolies and
privileges which became obstacles to growth at an advanced stage of development, see
also Troeltsch, Calwer Jeughandlungskompagnie (see n. 42 above), pp. 165, 322-30;
Gothein, Schwarzwald {see n. 6 above), pp. 713-22, cf. 791-801; Kisch, "Wupper’ (see
n. 45 above); Kisch, Meraantilism (see n. 38 above}, pp. 5, 8H.; Engels and Legers,
Remscheid (see n. 23 above), pp. 71-153, 165-228,

211 P. G. M. Dickson, The Financial Revolution in England. A Study in the Development of
Public Credit 16881756 (London etc., 1967); Clarkson, Pre-industrial Economy (see n. 45
above], pp. 187-81; Wilson, England (see n. 63 abave), pp. 206-25, 313-36.

212 Wilson, ‘Trade’ (see n. 179 above], pp. 3034, 3204, ; Wilson, England (see n. 63
abave), pp. 160-84, 266-95, 297; R.Davis, "The Rise of Protection in England
1689—1786°, Econ. Hhist. Reo., 20d ser., 19 (1966), 306—17; cf. Wadsworth and Muann,
Cotton Trade (see n. 29 above), pp. 116f.; N. B. Harte, *The Rise of Protection and the-
English Linen Trade 1690-1790°, Textile History and Economic History (see n. 51 above],
pPp. 74112,

213 Already stated by Mirabeau in 1788, see Kriiger, Manufakiuren (seen. 15 above),
pp. 201f.; also Ch. Tilly aund R. Tilly, 'Emerging Problems in the Modern Economic
History of Western Europe’ (Unpubl., 1971}, pp. 38f., 41; Ch. Tilly, 'Food Supply and
Public Order in Modern Europe’, Farmation of Nafional States (see n. 182 above],
pPp- 380-453, esp. 4451, 433f.; Kula, Theorie (see n. 10 above), p. 27.

214 G. Schmoller, ‘Die Epoehen der preussischen Finanzpolitik bis zur Griindung
des deutschen Reiches’, in . Schmoller, Umrisse und Untersuchungen zur Verfassungs-,
Verwaltungs- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte Leipzig, 1898), pp. 104246, esp. 151-8; Kriger,
Manyfakiuren (see n. 13 above), pp. 30, 106-11; Fechner, Wirtschaftsgeschichie
... Schlesien (see n. 23 above), pp. 34-7; Rachel, Handels- Joll- und Akzisepolitik
(see n. 200}, val. 1, pp. 303-642. In the region of Ravensberg (Westphalia) it was the
combined eftect of the d&zise (excise) system und the public institutions which controlled
the quality of linen [Legge) that limited the linen trade to the towns, see Porthofi,
‘Leinenleggen’ (see n. 23 above), pp. 44-51. The way in which such limitations
functioned as an obstacle ta growth is also demonstrated by Berkner, ‘Family’ {see n. 45
above), pp. 1671, in this case in an Australian example; of, also above p. 99 with n. 23
and p. 104

215 Cf. above p. 287, n. 101.

216 Gerschenkron himself, who originally developed this thesis for the process of
industrialization, applied it to mercantilism: see A. Gerschenkron, Eceromic
Backwardness in Histovical Perspective {Cambridge, Mass., 1962); Gerschenkron, Russian
Mirror (see n. 11 above), pp. 62—-96, esp. 86i.

217 See above pp. 20f, 29, 971, 115, 125, 128f,, and below pp. 142f., 149f. The
example of Prussia makes this particularly clear: the maostly positive evaluations of the
alder pro-Prussian historiography and its successors have largely been replaced by a
more critical approach which sees the country’s explicit economic policy within this
broader context; see, on the one side, Schmoller, Volkswirtschaftslehre (see n. 1 above),
vol. 2, pp. 549-99; Rachel, ‘Merkantilismus’ {see n. 200 above); W. Treue, in B.
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Gebhardt, Handbuch der deutschen Geschichie, ed. H. Grundmann, 9th ed. (Swuttgart,
1970, vol. 2, pp. 321-3, 333-5; on the other hand, Kriiger, Manufekturen (see n. 15
above), esp. 148-56; M, Barkhausen, “Wirtschaftslenkung’ {see n. 4% above); Kisch,
below; Kisch, Mercantilism (see n. 38 above}; Tilly and Tilly, ‘Problems’ (see n. 213
above}, pp. 39, 44; Braun, ‘Taxation’ (see n. 208 above), pp. 281, 300

218 O. Bisch, Militarsystem und Sezialleben im alten Prewssen 1713-1807, Veroffent-
lichungen der Berliner Historischen Kommission beim Friedrich-Meinicke-Institut der
FU Berlin, vol. 7 (Berlin, 1962).

Notes to Chapter &

1 R. Tilly and Ch. Tiily, ‘Agenda for European Economic History in the 1970s’,
Fourn. Econ. Hist., 31 {1971}, 184-98, here 186. It should be emphasized that the
following is a discussion about the contribution of proto-industry to the emergence of
factory industry; this chapter cannot deal with the theory of the Industrial Revolution as
such. Accordingly, it i3 not the growth process as such which stands at the centre of this
approach, e.g. the ‘unbalanced growth’ model of W. W. Rostow and A. O. Hirschman,
or the ‘balanced-growth’ model of R. M. Hartwell, The Indusirial Revolution and Economic
Growth (London, 1971}, both of which determine the literature in economic history;
instead, the approach here will centre on a theory of transition from the proto-industrial
system to the system of factory industry (see above Ch. 1, n. 1.

2 W. Hoffmann, Stadien und Typen der Industrialisierung. Ein Beifrag zur guantitativen
Analyse historischer Wachstumsprozesse, Probleme der Weltwirtschaft, vol. 54 (Jena, 1931},
pp. 19-23; Ph. Deane, The First Industrial Revolution {Cambridge, 1965), pp. 101f.

3 Cf. the substitution theory of A, Gerschenkron, '‘Die Vorbedingungen der
europiischen Industrialisierung im 19. Jahrhundert’, Wirtschafis- und sozialgeschichiliche
Probleme der frivhen IMndustrialisierung, ed. W. Fischer, Einzelverdffendichungen der
Historischen Kommission zu Berlin, vol. 1 {Berlin, 1963}, pp. 21-28; A. Gerschenkron,
‘Reflections on the Concept of “Prerequisites” of Modern Industrialization’, in
A. Gerschenkron, Eronomic Backwardness in Historical Perspective. A Beook of Essays
{Cambridge, Mass., 1962), pp. 31-51; A. Gerschenkron, ‘The Approach to European
Industrialization : A Postscript’, in A. Gerschenkron, Ecanomic Backwardness, pp. 35364
and other works.

4 See above pp. 54,100,

5 D. S. Landes, The Unbound Prometheus. Technological Change and Industrial Development
in Western Europe from 1750 to the Present {Cambridge, 1969), pp. 55f.; D. 5. Landes,
‘Introduction’, The Rise of Capitalism, ed. D. 8. Landes {New York, 1966), pp. 1-25, esp.
13f.; F. F. Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization: The First Phase of the Industrialization
Process’, Journ. Econ. Hist., 32 (1972), 241-61, esp. 243f. Though the law of diminishing
returns has been disproved, it is valid under special circumstances, for example in the
case of a decentralized system of production such as the putting-out system.

6 Landes, Prometheus (see n. 5 above), pp. 56—60; 5. Pollard, Ths Genesis of Modern
Management. A Study in the Industrial Revolution in Great Britain (London, 1965), pp. 30-7;
A, P, Wadsworth and J.de Lacy Mann, The Cotton Trade and Indusirial Lancashire,
1600— 1780 {Manchester, 1931), pp. 385-400.

7 Landes, Prometheus {see n. 5 above), pp. 57f.; P. Mantoux, The Industrial Revolution
in the Eighieenth Century. An Outline of the Beginnings of the Modern Factory System in England
{London, 1928; rpt. 1961), pp. 2081.; M. M. Edwards, The Growth of the British Cotton
Trade, 1780—1815 {Manchester, 1967), pp. 3. Rising wages in West Riding and
Lancashire: E. W. Gilboy, Wages in Eighteenth-Century England, Harvard Economic
Studies, vol. 43 [{Cambridge, Mass., 1934), pp. 176--90, 210~15, 240 3.

8 H. Freudenberger and F. Redlich, “The Industrial Development of Europe.
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Reality, Symbols, Images’, Kyklos, 17 (1964}, 372403, esp. 378; cf. also G. Stedman-
Jones, ‘Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution’, New Left Review, 90 (1973),
35-69, esp. 491, Concerning the putting-out system see above Ch. 4, pt. [, c.

9 For a distinction between ‘manufacture’ (here *proto-factory’) and the factory
properly speaking, sec 5. D. Chapman, ‘The Textile Factory before Arkwright: A
Typalogy of Factory Development’, Business History Reviews, 48 (1974}, 451-78, esp.
468-73, Chapman is critical of the conceptualization in Freudenberger and Redlich,
‘Development’ {see n. 8 above), pp. 382-97, which hardly makes a distinction at all
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is what he calls ‘flow production’, in contrast to the *batch production’ of the ‘proto-
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Witttogel, Wirischaft und Gesellschaft Chings, Versuch der wissenschaftlichen Analyse einer
grossen asiatischen Agrargesellschaft, Schrifien des Ingtitues fiir Sozialforschung, vol. 3
{Leipzig, 1931), vol. 1, pp. 674f.; see also above, Ch. 4, pt. 1, d.
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Cotton Industry in the Industrial Revolution (London, 1972); alsa Mantoux, Revolution {see
n. 6 above), pp.220-61; Wadsworth and Mann, Cotion Trade {n. 6 above),
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Handloom Weavers (see n. 11 above), pp. 33f.

13 For a survey: Pollard, Genesis (see n. 6 above}, pp. 94-6; J. D. Chambers, The
Workshop of the World. British Economic History 1820-- 1880 (Oxford etc., 1961), pp. 26—8;
specialized studies: D. T. Jenkins, The West-Riding Wool Textile Industry, 1770-1833. A
Study of Fixed Capital Formation (Edington, Wilts., 1975), pp. 124-7, 133; J. de Lacy
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and Social Studies, vol. |8 (Cambridge, 1959}, pp. 78-98, 171-87; for ribbon-
weaving: |. Prest, The Industrial Revolution in Coventry {Oxlord, 1960}, pp. 93— 135 (here
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14 Pollard, Genesis (see n. 6 above), pp. 80-2.

15 F. Crouzet, “Angleterre et France au XVIII®si¢cle. Essai d’analyse comparée de
deux croissances économiques’, Annales E.S.C., 21 (1966), 254-91, esp. 285-90;
M. Lévy-Leboyer, ‘Les processus d’industrialisation: le cas d’Angleterre et de la
France’, Revue Historigue, 239 (1968), 28198, esp. 283-3; E. J. Hobsbawm, ‘Le origini
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Inducermnent Mechanisis and Focusing Devices’, Economic Development and Cultural
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technological progress); J. Smookler, fnuention and Economic Growth {Cambridge, Mass,,
1966).

16 For France: Crouzet, ‘Angleterre’ {see n. 15 above), pp. 285-90; Lévy-Leboyer,
‘Processus’ {n. 15 above), pp.285-7. The level of German devclopment is
underestimated in F. -G. Dreyfus, ‘Bilan économique des Allemagnes en 1815, Revue
& histotre bconomigue et sociale, 43 (1964, 433—64, esp. 433f, 454-9.

17 Landes, Prometheus (see n. 5 above), pp. 137f.; L. Bergeron, ‘Remarques sur les
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napoléonienne’, Francia, 1 (1973}, 557-56, esp. 5419, and above all H. Kisch, *The
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Comments on Economic Devclopment and Social Change’, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser,, 15
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21 Concerning the expansicn of domestic industry in the first half of the nineteenth
century cl. Landes, Promethens (sec n. b above), pp. 188-90. For France: M. Lévy-
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XIX" siecle, Publications de la Faculté de lettres et sciences humaines de Paris. Série
Recherches, vol. 16 (Paris, 1964), pp. 66ff., 1308.; J. Sion, Les paysans de la Normandie
orientale. Etude geographique sur les populations rurales du Caux el du Bray, du Vexin normand et de
{a vallee de fa Seime (Paris, 1908}, pp. 304—12; R, Lévy, Historre economique de industrie
cottonnitre en Alsace. Elude de sociologie descriptive (Paris, 1912), pp.92 and 145. In the silk
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dérfliche Einkommensméglichkeiten. Der Einfluss der Industrialisierung des Textil-
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gewerbes in Deutschland im 19, Jahrhundert auf die Einkommensmaglichkeiten in den
landlichen Gebieten’, dgrarisches Nebengewerbe und Formen der Reagravisierung im Spitmittel-
alter und 19./20. Fahrhundert, ed. H. Kellenbenz, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirt-
schaftsgeschichte, vol. 21 (Sturtgart, 1975), pp. 15575, esp. 159f. For Russia see the
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handlooms, for example, rose to 227 during that period {1816 = 100), and the index of
cotton handlooms rose to 529; calculated according to C. F. W. Dieterici, Der
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for 1816 in TF. Ohnishi, Jolltarifpolitik Preussens bis zur Grundung des Deutschen Zollvereins.
Ein Beitrag zur Finanz- und Aussenhandelspolitik Preussens (Gottingen, 1973), p. 239, app. 4.

23 Lévy-Lebover, Bangques (see n. 21 above), pp. 63, 169-75, 409-11; Lévy-
Leboyer, ‘Processus’ {see n, 16 above), pp. 287-92, 295t ; 8, Pollard, Eurapean Economic
Integration, 1815— 1976 {(London, 1974), pp. 17-23; S. Pollard, ‘Industrialization and
the European Economy’, Econ. Hist. Rev., 2nd ser., 26 (1973}, 636-48, esp. 640-3;
Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization’ (see n.3 abave), p.260. Generalizing from the
Alsatian case, Lévy-Leboyer {Lévy, Histoire (see n. 21 above}, pp. 7-10, 178-87)
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25 Pollard, Integration (see n. 23 above), p. 17.

26 Lévy-Leboyer, Bangues {see n. 21 above), pp. 116ff,, 165f.

27 Kirchhain, Wachstum (see n. 24 above), pp. 29-33.
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regionale und politisch-rechtliche Aspekie zur Erforschung der Wirtschafts- und Gesellschaftssiruktur
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29 C. Fohlen, L'industrie textile au temps du Second Empire (Paris, 1956, pp. 161-249;
Blumberg, Textilindustric (see n. 28 above), pp. 93— 105; W, Bodmer, Di¢ Entwicklung der
schweizerischen Textilwirtschaft im Rahmen der ibrigen Industrien und Wirlschaftszweige
(Ziirich, 1960}, pp. 291-9, 305—11, 313-19; T. J. Markovitch, Le revenn industriel ¢
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francaise, vol. 8 = Economies et sociétés, Cahiers de ['Institut de Sciences Economigues
Appligquées, vol. [1]4 (Paris, 1967), pp. 8183 estimates that during the time of the July
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30 Fohlen, Industrie {see n. 29 above}, pp. 453—61; Blumberg, Textilindustric {see
n. 28above), pp. 47-52,62-6, 88-92,97-101, 105-32; Teuteberg, ‘Wollgewerbe” (see
n. 28 above), pp. B3—94. It must be taken into consideratdion, however, that the number
of handlooms in comparison with the total number of looms can be taken as an indicator
for the continuous existence of the domestic mode of production only with great
reservations, since a large part of the handlooms were installed in centralized
manufactures; ef. the tables according to the industrial census of 1875 in Blumberg,
Textilindustrie (see n. 28 above), pp. 65, 132.

31 R. Spree and ]. Bergmann, ‘Die konjunkturelle Entwicklung der deutschen
Wirtschaft 1840 bis 1864, Svzialgeschichte heute. Festschrift fur . Rosenberg zum 70,
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Annales E.5.C., 25 (1970), 56-99, esp. pp. 73—6, 85f. On the continent, the tendency
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32 A. Gerschenkron, ‘Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective’, in
Gerschenkron, Backwardness (see n. 3 above), pp. 5-30; Gerschenkron, ‘Approach’ (see
n. 3 above), pp. 303-64; concerning specifically the insignificance of the consumer-
goods industry among late industrializers, see Gerschenkron, Backwardness, pp. 15 and
354; a critical appraisal in S.L. Barsby, ‘Economic Backwardness and the
Characteristics of Development’, Journ. Eqon. Hist,, 29 (1969), 449-72, esp. 456-64.

33 Spree and Bergmann, ‘Entwicklung’ (see n. 31 above), pp.305-21;
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R. Fremdling, Eisenbahnen und deutsches Wirtschaftswachstum 1840- 1875, Ein Betrag zur
Entwicklungstheorie und zwr Theorie der Infrastrukiur. Untersuchungen zur Wirtschafts-,
Sozial- und Technikgeschichte, vol. 2 (Dortmund, 1975}, pp. 1285, esp. 83-5; G, -F.
Holtfrerich, Quantitative Wirtschaflsgeschichte des Ruhrkohlenbergbaus im 19. Jahrhundert. Eine
Fuhrangssektoranalyse, Untersuchungen zur Wirtschafis-, Sozial- und Technikgeschichte,
val. 1 {Dortmund, 1973), pp. 155-68; H. Wagenblass, Der Eisenbahnbainbau und das
Wachstum der deutschen Eisen- und Maschinenbauindustrie 1835 bis 1860, Ein Beitrag zur
Geschichte der Industrialisierung Dewtschlands, Forschungen zur Sozial- und Wirtschafts-
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M. Lévy-Leboyer, ‘La déceleration de Péconomie frangaise dans la seconde moitié du
XIX®siecle’, Revue & histoire économique et sociale, 49 (1971}, 485—507; this explanation is
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34 Fr, Engels, ‘Preface to the Second German Edition’, The Housing Question in Karl
Marx and Fr. Engels, Selected Works {London and Moscow, 1958}, vol. 1, pp. 546-635,
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Deutschland und Osterveich, vols. 1-4, Schriften des Vereins fiir Socialpalitik, vols, 84—7
{Leipzig, 1899); for the domestic industries of other countries cf. W. Sombart and
R. Meerwarth, ‘Hausindustrie’, in Handwérterbuch der Staatswissenschaften, 4th ed. (1923),
val. 5, pp. 179-207, here 191-204. The older domestic industries must be distinguished
from the modern domestic industry which existed primarily in the large cities and
worked predominantly for the clothing industry, although the former gradually took on
many of the features of modern doemestic industry. Marx expressively described modern
domestic industry as the ‘external department of the factory, the manufacturing
workshop or the warehouse” and as a ‘sphere, in which capital conducts its exploitation
against the background of large-scale industry’: K. Marx, Capital, vol. |, introd. by
E. Mandel and transl. by Ben Fowkes {London, 1977), pp. 5959, footnotes on pp. 591
and 593. Modern domestic industry distinguishes itself from the older domestic
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by the fact that it is an integral part of the process of capitalist industrialization. Cf.
Landes, Promethens (see n. 5 above), pp. |18ff.; L. Baar, Die Berliner Industric in der
industrictien Revolution, Veroffentlichungen des Instituts fiir Wirtschaftsgeschichte an der
Hochschule fiir ©konomie Berlin-Karishorst, vol. 4 {Berlin, 1966}, pp. 73—87; Busch,
Industrialisierung (see n. 21 above), pp. 102-9; P. G. Hall, The Industries of London since
1861 {London, 1962}, pp. 53—70; G. Stedman-Jones, Qutcast London. A Study in the
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and Meerwarth, ‘Hausindustrie’ {see above), pp. 182—4 and especially in A. Weber,
‘Die Hausindustrie und ihre gesetzliche Regelung’, Schriften des Vereins fiir Social-
politik, vol. 88 (Leipzig, 1900), pp. 12-35, esp. 14-29.

35 For the following discussion <f. Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization’ {see n. 5
abave), pp. 244f.; Ch. and R. Tilly. ‘Emerging Problems in Modern Economic History
in Western Europe’ (Unpubl., 1971}, pp. 15f

36 The mechanization of yarn and cloth production has been dealt with in greater
detail than is possible here in Braun, Wende! (see n. 21 above), pp. 24—36; of. Blumberg,
Textilindustrie (see n. 28 above), pp. 303-12. In 1858, a notice appeared in Berlin for the
purpose of founding a joint stock company in cotton spinning and weaving in Sagan
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{now Zagan), Lower Silesia; it contained the following remark: ‘The necessary
labourers will come from the numerous weaver families of the surrounding places and
are therefore already pardally trained in this kind of work’ {(quoted in Baar, Industrie,
n. 34, p. 46).

37 Pollard, Genesis {see n. 6 above), pp. 160—208; E. P. Thompson, 'Time, Work-
discipline, and Industrial Capitalism’, Past and Present, 38 {1967), 56—97, esp. 79-86.

38 Braun, Wandel (sce n. 21 above), pp. 66—108; 8. D. Chapman, The Early Factory
Masters. The Transition to the Factory System in the Midlands Textile Industry (Newton Abbot,
Devon, 1967), pp. 77-124, esp. 99 ; J. Foster, Class Struggle and the Industrial Revolution.
Early Industrial Capitalism in three English Towns (London, 1974), pp. 9-13; Léon,
Naissance (see n. 21 above), val. 2, pp. 5313-15; Blumberg, Textilindustrie (see n. 28
above), pp. 132-9; Adelmann, ‘Strukturwandlungen’ (see n. 19 above}, p. 183;
A, Kénig, Die sachsische Bawmwollenindustrie am Ende des vorigen Fahkrhunderts und wihrend der
Kontinentalsperre, Leipziger Studien aus dem Gebiet der Geschichte, vol. 5, 3 (Leipzig,
1899), pp. 337-9; W.Zorn, Handels- und Industricgeschichte Schwabens 1648—1870.
Wirtschafts- Sozial- und Rulturgeschichte des schwabischen Unternchmertums, Verof-
fentlichungen der Schwibischen Forschungsgemeinschaft bei der Kommission fiir
Bayerische Landesgeschichte, vol. I, 6 (Aungsburg, 1961), pp.206-10 Surveys:
J. Kocka, Unternchmer in der deutschen Industriafiserung, Kleine Vandenhoeck-Reihe,
vol. 1412 (Gértingen, 1975), pp. 19—-34,42-50; H. Kaelble, Berliner Unternehmer wakhrend
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fentlichungen der Historischen Kommission zu Berlin, vol. 40: Publikationen zur
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39 Statistically proved for the first time on the basis of *Sun Fire Office insurance-
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Revolution: An Analysis of the Assets of a Thousand Textile Entrepreneurs c.
173017507, 7 exitle Hisiory and Economic History. Essays in Honour of Miss §. de Lacy Mann,
eds. N. B. Harte and K. G. Ponting (Manchester, 1973}, pp. 113-37.

40 Braun, Wande! {see n. 21 above), p. 67; concerning the great importance of the
clothiers for the rise of the West Riding cloth industry in the eighteenth century and its
industrialization {in contrast to the West Country and East Anglia}, see R. (G, Wilson,
‘The Supremacy of the Yorkshire Cloth Industry in the Eighteenth Century’, Textile
History (see n. 39 above), pp. 22546, esp. 236-9; R. G. Wilson, Gentlemen Merchants.
The Merchant Communify in Leeds 1700~ 1850 (Manchester, 1971), pp. 5, 28-34, 52-60,
93-97; f. also Crouzet, ‘Capital Formation in Great Britain during the Industrial
Revolution’, Capital Formation in the Industrial Revolution, ed. ¥, Crouzet (London, 1972},
pp. 162-222, esp. i64-70. It was characteristic of the early factory industry that little
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41 K. Marx. Capital, vol. 3 (London and Moscow, 1971), Ch. 20, p. 393 and in
addition the Dobb-Sweezy cantroversy: M. Dobb, Studics in the Development of Capitalism,
2nd ed. {(London, 1963}, pp. 123-51 and P. Sweezy et al.,, The Transition from Feudalism
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42 Chapman, ‘Capital’ {see n. 39 above), p. 136; cf. Chapman, ‘Textile Factory’ (see
n. 9 above), p. 456.

43 See above Ch. 1, pr. 3, a and Ch.l, pt.3, b; alsa Mendels. ‘Proto-
industrialization’ {see n. 5 above), p. 245.

44 See above Ch. |, pt. 3, c.

45 M. Weber, Ceneral Economic History (Glencoe, 111, 1927), pp. 276-7.

46 Here esp. D. C. North and R. P. Thomas, The Rise of the Western World, A New
Economic History (Cambridge, 1973), pp. 1-8.
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preconditions for such a course of action did not exist.

96 Blumberg, ‘Beitrag’ {see n. 61 above), pp. 115-23; G. Adelmann, 'Die Stadt
Bielefeld als Zentrum fabrikindustrieller Griindungen nach 1830°, Die Stadt in der
europaischen Geschichte. Festschrift E. Ennen (Bonn, 1972), pp. 884-94, esp. B80f;
Schumann, Leinenindustrie (see n. 66 above), pp. 49-33.

97 Gill, Rise (see n. 69 above), pp. 330-4; Fohlen, Industrie (see n. 29 above),
Pp- 223-41; C. Zarka, ‘Un exemple de pole de croissance. L'industrie textile du Nord
de la France 1830-1870°, Kevue Economigue, 9 (1958), 65—106, esp. 81-103; Lévy-
Lebover, Bangues (see n. 2} above], pp. 106- 9; Sabbe, fndustrie (see n. 64 above),
pp- 78—88; S. Reekers, ‘Beitrige zur siatistischen Darstellung der gewerblichen
Wirtschaft Westfalens um 1800. 2: Minden-Ravensberg’, Westfalische Forschungen, 18
(1965), 75—130, esp. 105f.; Adelmann, ‘Bielefeld’ (see n. 96 above), pp. 884—94;
C. Frahne, Die Textilindustrie wm Wirischaftsleben Schiesiens. Ihre wirtschaftlichen und
technischen Grundlagen, historisch-bkonomische Geslaltung und gegemeartige Bedeutung (Diss. rer.
pol,, Tiibingen, 1905}, pp. 133-50; Schumann, Leinenindustric (see n, 66 above),
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Pp- 51-74. For the German linen-industry around the wurn of the century see
H. Potthoff, ‘Die Leinenindustrie’, in Die Hauptindustrien Deuischlands, Handbuch der
Wirtschafiskunde Deutschlands, vol. 3 {Leipzig, 1904), pp. 555-66; H. Pouhoff, ‘Die
Leinenindustrie (Leinen, Wische, Hanf und Jute)’, Die Stérungen im deutschen Wirtschafts-
leben wahrend der Jahre 1900ff. Vol. | Textilindusirie, Schriften des Vereins fiir Social-
politik, vol. 105 {Leipzig, 1903], pp. 1-126. During this period Silesia still occupied the
leading position in the German linen industry, .

98 Fohlcn, fadustrie (sce n, 2% above), pp. 164-75 and pp. 501, 503, 510; Musset,
Bas-Maine (see n. 64 above), pp. 270-2, 416-20; H. Sée, ‘L’industrie textile et l¢
commerce du Bas-Maine pendant le premier Empire et la Restauration d’aprés les
papiers des Guyard-Moriciere (1800-18135)°, Mémaires et documents pour servir & Fhistoire
du commerce et de [ industrie en France, 12 (1929), 291 -337, esp. 313-37; H. Sée, ‘L’industrie
rurale des toiles en Ille-et-Vilaine au XIX" sidcle’, Mémoires et documents, 10 (1926),
129-48; Tanguy ‘Production’ (see n. 64 above), p. 137; Dascher, Textilgewerbe (see
n. 65 above), pp. 156-60; K. Schifer, ‘Dic wirtschaftliche Entwicklung des Hochstifts
Fulda unter Kurhessen’, Fafrbuck fiir hessisehe Landesgeschichte, 2 (1952), 134-70,
esp. 151-7; A. Gladen, Der Kreis Tecklenburg an der Schwelle des Zeitaliers der Industrialisie-
rung, Verdffentlichungen der Historischen Kommission Westfalens,
vol. 22a = Geschichtliche Arbeiten zur westfalischen Landesforschung. Wirtschafts-
und sozialgeschichtliche Gruppe 2 (Miinster, 1970}, pp. 54-67; in my opinion, the
developments which can be observed in Tecklenburg {p. 174} do not form part of the
process of early industrialization. A. Wrasman, ‘Das Heuerlingswesen im Fiirstentum
Osnabrick’, Miticilungen des Verens flir Geschichte und Landeskunde von Osnabriick, 42 (1919),
53174, vol. 44, 1-154, esp. vol. 44, 16-21, 123f.; G. Adelmann, ‘Scrukiurelle Krisen
im landlichen Textulgewerbe Nordwestdeutschlands zu Beginn der Industrialisierung’
Wirtschaftspolitik und Arbeitsmarkt, ed. H. Kellenbenz (Miinchen, 1974), pp. 110-28.

99 Harte, ‘Rise’ (see n. 69 above), pp. 110-12; on p. 112, Harte speaks of an ‘oedipal
relationship® between the linen and cotten industries in England. Silesia provides an
example that this dynamic union was not afforded everywhere, despite the initially very
rapid development of cotton weaving, especially in the country of Reichenbach (now
Dizierzonidw} and its bordering regions. The following percentages of cotton-loomns in
Prussia were found in Silesia: 1816: 23.8%, 1831: 33.29%;,, 1846: 40.19%, 1861: 39.5%,
1875: 42.79,, 1901: 17.5Y%,, according to Ohnishi, Jolltarifpolitik (see n. 22 above),
pp- 239, appendix4; Dieterici, Volkswohistand (n. 22), p. 186; ‘Ubersicht’ {n. 22},
pp- 189 and 193; Tabellen der Hondwerker, der Fabriken, sowie der Handels- und
Transportgerverbe im Joll-Vereine. Nach den dufnakmen im Jahre 1861 vom Central-Bureau des
Zoll-Vereins zusammengestellt (n.p., n.d.), p. 100; Statistik des deutschen Reickes, vol. 34, 1
{Berlin, 1879}, pp. 404, 409f.; K. Kunize, ‘Dic Baumwollindustrie’, Hauptindusirien (see
n. 97 above), pp. 378-621, esp. 586. Already in 1846, 193 cotton-looms existed in Silesia
for every 100 tully employed linen-looms; if the partially employed linen-looms are
included, the cotten-loams amount 1o 110 {‘Ubersicht’, p. 183). In the end, the cotton
industry in Silesia was subject to the same restrictive conditions as the linen industry.
The mechanization of cotton-weaving was not introduced early enough; really efficient
cotton-spinning factories were never established: in 1843, Silesia had 23.9%, of the
cotton spindles of Prussia, in 1861 : 17.8%,,in 1901: 4.6% ; A. Bienengriber, Staiistik des
Verkehrs und Verbrauchs im Jollverein fur die Johve 1842 bis 1864 (Berlin, 1868}, pp. 1971.;
tables: ‘Ubersicht’, p. 98; Kuntze, p. 589; cf. also H. Roemer, Die Baumwolispinneret in
Schiesien bis zum preussischen Jollgesetz wor 1818, Quellen und Darstellungen zur
schlesischen Geschichte, vol. 19 (Breslan, 1914), pp. 37-50; Frahne, *Textilindustrie’
(see n.97 above), pp. 130-69, 238—44; St. Michalkiewicz, in: Historia Slgska.
Opracowante zhiorowe (History of Silesia. Collected Essays) {Wroclaw ete., 1970, vol, 2,
2, pp. 233-6.
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100 Similarly: Tilly, ‘Clio’ (see n. 59 above), p. 458.

101 A.J. Taylor, *Concentration and Specialization in the Lancashire Cotton
Industry, 18251850, Econ. Hist. Rer., 2nd ser., 1 {1949/50), 114-22, esp. 114-16.

102 Silesia for example in Tilly and Tilly, ‘Problems’ {see n. 35 above}, p. 30;
Mendels, ‘Proto-industrialization’ (see n. 4 above), p. 246.

103 E. P. Thompson, “The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth
Century’, Past and Present, 50 (1971), 76—136, esp. 79-91 and in addition L. A. Tilly,
“The Food Riot as a Form of Political Conflict in France', Journal of Interdisciptinary
History, 2 (1971/72), 23-57, esp. 45-7.

104 Scein particular W. Abel, Agrarkrisen und Agrarkonjunkiur. Eine Geschichie der Land-
und Ernihrungswirtschaft Mitleleuropas sett dem hohen Mittelalter, 2nd ed. (Hamburg, 1966},
PP. 226—-42; W. Abel, Massenarmut und Hungerkrisen im vorindustriellen Enropa (Hamburg
etc,, 1974), pp. 25-9, 302-9, 397-9.

105 None of the existing explanations of pauperism do justice to the historical reality;
these explanations can be grouped into three categories: {1} pauperism was brought
about by the conditions of the final stages of the agrarian age. This position is put forth
by W. Abel in the works listed under n. 104 and in W, Abel, ‘Der Pauperismus in
Deutschland. Eine Nachlese zu Literaturberichien’, Wirtschaft, Geschichte und Wirtschafts-
geschichte, Festschrift zum 65, Geburtstag von F. Litge (Stuttgart, 1965}, pp. 284-98.
{2} Pauperism-was caused by rapid population growth: W, Conze, ‘Vom “Pobel” zum
“Proletariat™. Sozialgeschichtliche Voraussetzungen fiir den Pauperismus in
Deutschland’, VSWG, 41 (1954), 333-64; W. Kollmann., ‘Bevblkerung und
Arbeitskrifiepotential in Deutschland 1815-1865. Ein Beitrag zur Analyse der
Problematik des Pauperismus’, in W. Kollmann, Bevolkerung in der industriellen Revolution.
Studien zur Bevitherungspeschichte Deutschiands, Kritische Studien zur Geschicht-
swissenschaft, vol, 12 (Gottingen, 1974), pp. 61-98, esp. 77-9 (this work also discusses
the crisis in domestic industry) ; these works stand in the same general context as the
conservative interpretation of pauperism as emancipation crisis by C. Jantke, *Zur
Deutung des Pauperismus’, Die Eigentumslosen. Der deutsche Pauperismus und die
Emanzipationskrise in Darstellungen und Deutungen der zeitgenissischen Literatur, eds. C. Jantke
and D. Hilger (Freiburg etc., 1965}, pp. 7—47, esp. 14-26; F. Seidel, Ihe soziale Frage in
der deutschen Geschichte. Mit besonderer Berticksichtigung des ehemaligen Fiwrstentums Waldeck-
Pyrmont. Ein lehrgeschichtlicher Uberblick {Wiesbaden, 1964). (3) Pauperism was a result of
the development of industrial capitalism: among others, H. Stein, ‘Pauperismus und
Assoziation. Soziale Tatsachen und Ideen auf dem europiiischen Kontinent vom Ende
des 18. bis zur Mitue des 19. Jahrhunderts unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung des
Rheingebiets’, fnternational Review of Social History, 1 (1936), 1-120. Surveys of the
contermnporary literature and collections of contemporary documnents about pauperism
in Germany: P. Mombert, ‘Aus der Literatur Gber die soziale Frage und iiber die
Arbeiterbewegung in Deutschland in der ersten Hilfte des 19. Jahrhunderis’, drehiv fir
die Geschichte des Sozialismus und der Avbeiterbewegung, O (1921}, 169-236; Jantke and
Hilger, eds., Eigentumsiose (see above); J. Kuczynski, Birgerfiche und halbfeudale Literatur
aus den Jahven 1840 bis 1847 zur Lage der Arbeiter. Eine Chresiomaihie, vol. 9 of ], Kuczynski,
Geschichie der Lage der Arbeiter unter dem Kapitalismus (Berlin, 1960). The English discussion
about the standard of living during the Industrial Revolution has only peripherally
touched the problem which is placed at the centre here; the English discussion is
documented in A. J. Taylor, ed., The Standard of Living in Britain during the Industrial
Revolution (London, 1973).

106 M. Reinhard et al., Hisloire générale de la popuiation mondiale, 3rd ed. (Paris, 1968),
pp. 2418, 287f., 315.; E. Shorter, ‘Illegitimacy, Sexual Revolution, and Social
Change in Modern Europe’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 2 {1971}, 237-72,
E. Shorter, ‘Female Emancipation, Birth Control, and Fertility in European History',
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American Historical Review, 78 {1973), 605-40 (both of these articles are rather
speculative). Tt is difficult to determine the extent to which the relatively slow French
population growth, based on the spread of birth-control practices, limited the effects of
pauperismin France; for population growth in France, see . Dupaguier. ‘Les débuts de
la grande aventure démographique’, Prospectives, 3 (1974), 7-38, esp. 30-8; for
pauperism in France cf. L. Chevalier, Classes laboricuses et classes dangereuses & Paris dans la
premitre mottie du XIX* sivcle (Paris, 1958) and the following regional studies: Armengaud,
Populations (see n. 72 above), pp. 1530-66; Corbin, Archaisme (see n. 74 above), vol. 1,
pp- 485-94.

107 See above Ch. 3; Levine, Family Formation {see n. 62 above}, pp. 79-83.

108 H. Harnisch, ‘Bevilkerung und Wirtschaft. Uber die Zusammenhinge zwi-
schen sozialokonomischer und demographischer Entwicklung im Spideudalismus’, 74.
Wirtsch. G. (1975), pt. 2, 57—87, esp. 73—85; H. Linde, Preussischer Landesaushau. Ein
Beitrag zur Geschichte der landlichen Gesellschaft Sud-Ostpreussens am Beispiel des Dorfes
Piasutten/Kreis Ortelshurg, Beiheft zum Archiv flir Bevilkerungswissenschaft und
Bevgikerungspolitik, vol. 7 (Leipzig, 193%), pp.533-70; H. Linde, ‘Die soziale
Problematik der masurischen Agrargesellschaft und die masurische Einwanderung in
das Emschergebiet’, Sogiale Welt, 9 (1958), 233-46, esp. 239-44; G. Ipsen, ‘Die
preussische  Bauernbefreiung als Landesausbau’,  Bevslkerungsgeschichte, eds.
W. Kéllmann and P. Marschalck, Neue wissenschaliliche Bibliothek, vol. 54 (Cologne,
1972), pp. 154—89 (this article does not recognize that this process set in before the
peasant emancipation},

109 G. F. Knapp, Dic Bauernhefreiung und der Ursprung der Landarbeiter in den dlteren
Theilen Preussens, 2nd ed. (Munich ete., 1927), vol. 1, pp. 303—6; W. Conze, ‘Die
Wirkungen der liberalen Agrarreformen auf die Volksordnung in Mitteleuropa im 19.
Jahrhundert’, FSWG. 38 (1949/31), 2-43, esp. 14f., 20f; W. Conze, Die {iheralen
Agrarreformen Hannovers im 19, Jahrhundert, Agrarwissenschaftliche Vortragsreihe, vol. 2
{Hanover, 1946}, pp. 15f.; Wrasman, ‘Heuerlingswesen’ (see n. 98 above), vol. 44,
pp- 7-9; Gladen, Tecklenburg (n. 98 above), pp. 30-3.

110 Kéllmann, ‘Bevilkerung' (see n. 105 above), pp. 76—85; Kéllmann's attempt to
develop an indicator of the level of pauperization by contrasting the number of
vacancies with the number of labourers is not convincing. The assumptions on which the
number of positions is based are too speculative (as the author himself agrees, p. 87),
and, furthermore, pauperism was characterized not so much by open as by disguised
unemployment.

111 Mantoux, fevolution (see n.6 above), pp. 399-408; G. D, H. Cole and
R. Postgate, The Common People, 1746-1946, 4th ed. (London, 1949), p.134;
1. Pinchbeck, Women Workers in the Industrial Revolution, 1750—185¢ (1930; rpt. London,
186%9), pp. 147-586; too uncritical: Bythell, Handloom Weavers (see n. 11 above), p. 42.

112 The prices of cotton yarn No. 100 fell from anindex of 100 to 17 between 1786/90
and 1811/15 in England {il 1780, for which a single note exists, is taken as the base year
with the index of 100, it fell to 10; calculated according to Edwards, Growth [n. 7 above],
p. 254, appendix D). During the same period the prices of raw cotton fell only 1o 79,
calculated according to B. R. Mitchell with the Collaboration of Ph. Deane, Abstract of
British Historical Statistics (Cambridge, 1962}, p. 490; cf. also Edwards, Grewth, p. 253,
appendix G/5.

113 Mantoux, Revolution (see n, 6 above), pp. 410-12; Chapman, Factory Masters (see
n. 38 above), pp. 163f.; Léon, Naissance (see n. 21 above), vol. 2, pp. 743—3; Braun,
Wandel (see n. 21 above), pp. 28—30; Konig, Bauwmwollenindustrie (see n. 38 above},
p- 330; Bythell, Handlosm Weavers (see n. 11 above), p. 42.

114 Chapman, Cottor Industry (see n. 10 above), p. 59f. with table 8.
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115 See above, p. 300 cit. 12,

116 Bythell, Handloom Weavers (see n. 11 above), pp. 105, 107 ; Thompson, Making
(see n. 12 above), pp. 3151, 345.

117 Bythell, Handloom Weavers (see n. 11 above), pp. 273, appendix | and
pp- 94-138. Nevertheless, it must be taken into consideration that the cost of living fell,
too, during this period though not as steeply; the so-called ‘Silberling’-index fell from
100 in 1815 to 81 in 1840 (Bythell, p. 274, appendix 2, table 2).

118 Cf. the different view points of Thompson, Making {see n. 12 above}, p. 333-5
and Bythell, Handloom Weavers (seen. 11 above}, pp. 251-72, and in addition Chapman,
Cottan Industry (see n. 10 above), p. 61.

119 Evidencein R. Strauss, D¥e Lage und die Bewegung der Chemnitzer Arbeiter in der ersten
Halfte des 19. Jahrhunderts, Schriften des Instituts fiir Geschichte, vol. 2, 3 {Berlin, 1560},
pp. 15-25; ¢f. Braun, Wande! (see n. 21 above], pp. 31-5.

120 C. F. G., ‘Der Pauperismus und dessen Bekimpfung durch eine bessere
Regelung der Arbeitsverhaltnisse’, Deutsche Vierteljahrsschrifi (1844), part 3, 31540, esp.
318.

121 C. F. G, ‘Der Pauperismus’ (see n. 120 above], p. 316.

122 In Germany, the index of flax prices rose between 1792/1800 (=100} and
1841730 to 140, the yarn prices fell to 53, while the prices of rye {1791/1800 = 100} sank
only to 96; calculated according to A. Jacobs and H. Richter, fhe Grosshandelspreise in
Deeutschiand von 1792 bis 1934, Sonderhefte des Instituts fiir Konjunkrorforschung, vol. 37
{Berlin, 1935), p. 68 and Abel, Agrarkrisen (see n. 104 above), p. 289, appendix 2,
table 2; for the varn prices see C. Biller, Der Ruckgang der Hand-Leinwandindustrie des
Munsteriandes, Abhandlungen aus dem staatswissenschaftlichen Seminar zu Miinster,
vol. 2 (Leipzig, 1906}, pp. 47f. Those spinners who processed their own flax were not
affected by the rising flax prices. The catastrophic extent of the decline in the spinners’
incomes is particularly apparent when the fluctuations in their purchasing power are
considered which were produced by the harvest cycle; concerning this problem in
general : D, Saalfeld, ‘Handwerkereinkommen in Deutschland vom ausgehenden 18. bis
zur Mitte des 19. Jahrhunderts’, in W. Abel and associates, Handwerksgeschichic in neuer
Sicht, Gottinger handwerkswirtschaftliche Studien, vol. 16 ({Gétingen, 1970),
pp. 65—115; D. Saalfeld, ‘Lebensstandard in Deurschland 1750-1860. Einkom-
mensverhiltnisse und Lebenshaltungskosten stidrtischer Populationen in der Uber-
gangsperiode zum Industriezeitalter’, Wirtschafiliche und soziale Strukturen tm stikularen
Wandel. Festschrift fur W, Abel zum 70. Geburtstag, Schriftenreihe fiir lindliche Sozial-
fragen, vol. 70 (Hannover, 1974}, vol. 2, pp. 417-43.

123 G. Weerth, ‘Die Armen in der Senne’, Deutsches Birgerbuch fiir 1845, ed.
H. Piittmann (Darmstadt, 1843}, pp. 266-71, esp. 266.

124 C. H. Bitter, ‘Bericht iiber den Nothstand in der Senne zwischen Bielefeld und
Padgrborn, Regierungsbezirk Minden, und Vorschlige zur Beseitigung desselben, auf
Grund ortlicher Untersuchungen angestellt’, Fahresbericht des Historischen Vereins fir die
Grafschaft Ravensherg, 64 (1966}, 1-108, here 26-9; for Silesia, cf. Schneer, Noth {see
n, 77 above}, pp. 13-16.

125 Schmoller, Geschichée (see n. 21 above), pp. 459-66; Blumberg, 'Beitrag’ (see
n. 61 above), pp. 129f.; Adelmann, ‘Krisen’ (see n. 98 above), p. 116.

126 Schmoller, Geschichte (see n. 21 above}, pp. 547-51; Blumberg, ‘Beitrag’ (see
n. 61 above), pp. 128, 131-3; Adelmann, ‘Krisen’ (see n. 98 above), pp. 116f.; for
Silesia esp. Schneer, Nath (see n. 77 above], pp. 32—55. For the decline in the price of
linen cloth see F. von Reeden, Der Leinwand- und Garnhandel Norddeutschlands (Hanover,
1838), pp. 11-30; F. von Reeden, Das Konigreich Hannover stalistisch beschriehen, zunachst in
Beziehung auf Landwirtschaft, Gewerbe und Handel (Hanover, 1839), vol. 1, pp. 342-50;
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H. Schmidt, Vom Leinen zur Seide. Die Geschichie der Fivma C. A. Delius & Sohne und ihrer
Vorgiingerinnen und das Wirken ihrer Inhaber fiir die Entwicklung Bielefelds 1722— 1925 (Lemgo,
1926}, p. 125 (documents the decline of the prices for linen cloth by 20 to 259, between
1840 and 1848}; below n, 127,

127 Schneer, Noth (see n. 77 above}, p. 15; Adelmann, ‘Krisen’ (sec n. 98 above},
p. 117. The quantity of linen cloth exhibited at the Osnabriick Legge {an official cloth
inspection) increased by 70.3%, between 1838 and 1843, while its value fell by 46,79,
during the same period. After 1843, the quantity of linen declined as well, a short-lived
recovery notwithstanding (1847-1850); calculated according to H. Wiemann, ‘Die
Osnabriicker Stadtlegge’, Mitteilungen des Vereins fiir Geschichie und Landeskunde won
Osnabriick, 35 (1910}, 1-76, esp. 60. Nothing comparable seems ta have occurred in the
county Tecklenburg; here not only the price but alse the quantity of linen brought to the
Legge declined since 1838: Biller, Riickgang (see n. 122 above), pp. 90, 112—17; Gladen,
Teckienburg (see n, 98 above}, pp. 199f,, appendix tables 13 and 14,

128 Kisch, ‘Textile Industries’ (see n. 73 above], p. 549 (and below p. 183); Kan,
Povsténi (see n. 77 above}, pp. 273-310; B. Radiak, ‘Rozwdj prezemyslu tkackiego na
Slasku i powstanie tkaczy w 1844 roku’ (The development of the weaving industry in
Silesia and the weavers’ uprising of 1844}, Szkice 7 dziejow Slgska, ed. E. Maleczyniska
{Warsaw, 19561, vol. 2, 73-102, esp. 87-96. The classic account of W. Wolff, ‘Elend’
{sce n. 77 above}, pp. 38-60 is completely confirmed by the judgement of 31 August
1844, which is partialiy printed in J. Kuczynski, Jur politékonomischen Ildeologic in
Deutschiand vor 1850 und andere Studien, vol. 10 of J. Kuczynski, Die Geschichte der Lage der
Arbetter unier dem Kapitalismus (Berlin, 1560), pp. 90-8. There exists no evidence at all
that ‘the so-called weavers” uprising of 1844 was a revolt of cotton yarn spinners against
the installation of spinning-machines’, as is stated in Henning, 'Industrialisiernng” (see
n. 21 above}, pp. 162 and 170 with reference to G, Meinhardt, ‘Der schlesische
Weberaufstand von 1844°, Fahrbuch der schiesischen triedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit zu Breslau,
17 (1972}, 91112, where nothing on the subject appears, however. Far the pre-history
of the weavers’ uprising of 1844 cf. the extremely important article by W, Diugoborski,
‘Wystapienia tkaczy w Dzierzonowskim w latach 183018317 {Weavers’ uprisingsin the
area of Dzicrzoniéw [formerly: Reichenbach] in the vyears 1830-1), Kwertalnik
Historyezny, 63, 6 (1956), 1-36.

129 Ch. H. Pouthas, La population frangaise pendant la premitre moitie du XIX' sigcle,
INED. Travaux ct documents, vol. 25 [Paris, 1956), pp. 215-25; Fohlen, ‘France’ (sce
n. 32 above), p. 27.

130 Abel, Massenarmut (sce n. 104 above), pp. 359-96; E. Labrousse, ‘Pancramas de
la crise’, Aspects de le crise ef de la dipression de Péconomie frangaise au milien du XIX® sivcle,
Bibliothéque de la révolution de 1848, vol. 19 (La Roche-sur-Yon, 1956), pp. 11 -xxiv
and the other coniributions in that volume; Léon, Naissance (see n. 21 abeve), val. 2,
Pp- 791-804; Armengaud, Fepulations (see n. 72 above), pp. 171 80; G. Jacquemyns,
Histotre de la crise econgmague des Flandres (1845—- 1850}, Académie Royale de Belgique.
Classe des letires et des sciences morales et politiques. Mémoires, vol. 26, 1 {Bruxelles,
1929, pp- 229-69; J. Kuczynski, Studien zur Geschichte der gykilischen Uberproduktionskrisen
in Deutschland 18251866, vol. 11 of ]. Kuczynski, Die Geschichte der Lage der Arbeiter unter
dem Kapitalismus {Berlin, 1961), pp. 71-109: W. Schulte, Volk und Staat. Westfalen im
Varméarz und in der Revolusion 1848{48 { Muinster, 1954), pp. 149-57; G. Missalowa, ‘Les
crises dans 'industrie textiles au Royaume de Pologne a I'époque de la révolution
industrielle {dans 'optique des crises mondiales)’, Studia Historiae Oeconomicae, 8 (1973),
285—303, esp. 287-95.

131 Abel, Massergrmut (see n. 104 above}, pp. 374 - 7; Labrousse, ‘Panoramas’ (see
n. 130 above)}, pp. x—xiii; M. Perrot, "Aspects industriels de la crise: Les régions textiles
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du Calvados’, Aspects, ed. Labrousse (see n. 130 above), pp. 164-99, esp. 177-88;
Kuczynski, Studien (see n. 130 above), pp. 85--96; concerning the ‘Janus face’ of the
crisis, i.e. the fact that it was a crisis of the old as well as the new type, see Léon, Naissance
(see m. 21 above), vol. 2, pp. 8031,

132 Cited in Kuczynski, fdeslogie {n. 128), p. 109; the linen-cloth exports from
Landeshut {now Kamienna Gora) fell from 28,570 in 1845 (0 19,012 in 1847, 10 7,820
pieces in 1848: Schumann, Leinenindustrie {sce n. 66 above}, p. 129; concerning the
general misery in Silesia see A. Zimmermann, Blithe und Verfall des Leinengewerbes in
Schiesien. Gewerbe- und Handelspolitik dreier Jahrhunderte, 2nd ed. (Oldenburg etc., 1892},
pp- 381L.; Bleiber, Reform (see n. 76 above), pp. 121-33.

133 Jacquemyns, Hisfoire (see n. 130 above), pp. 160-4, 301-10.

134 Cullen, History {see n. 88 above), pp. 119-22, 130-3; for the regional distri-
bution of meoertality, see the maps in S. H. Cousens, "The Regional Varation in
Mortality during the Great Irish Famine’, Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy C 63, 3
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Notes to Part II
Agriculture and peasant industry in eighteenth-century Flanders
by Franklin F. Mendels

This article was criginally published in European Peasants and their Markets: Essays in
Agrarian Economic History by Willlam N. Parker and Eric L. Jones (eds.} (@ 1975 by
Princeton University Press), pp. 179-204. It is here reprinted with slight revisions by
permission of Princeton University Press.

This paper has greatly benefited from the contributions made by Iris Mendels and
Lutz K. Berkner.
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agrarian roots of the Industeial Revolution), Revue belge de philologic et dhistoire, 41 {1963),
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2 Louis Varlez, Les salaires dans Pindustrie ganloise. n, L'industrie de la filature du lin
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einde van de XVIII® eeuw tot de oprichting van de grote mechanische bedrijven
{1838)°, Handelingen der Maatschappij voor Geschiedenis en Oudheidkunde le Gent (HMGOG
hereafier), new ser. 22 (1968), 179-202.
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3 In Ertvelde almost a half of the households had a loom at the end of the eighteenth
century, but there were only 53 weavers, or 7% of the heads of households in the labour
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16 Willemsen, ‘Industrie liniére’ {see n. 14 above], p. 229; Deprez, ‘Oudburg’ (see
n. 3 above}; Denise de Weerdt, ‘Loon en Levensvoorwarden van de fabrieksarbeiders,
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17 Archives Nationales, Paris, F20 139 {1801-1802),

18 P. C. van der Meersch, ‘De I’état de la mendicité et de la bienfaisance dans ia
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27 Viry, Mémoire {n. 6); J.N. H. Schwerz, Anleitund zur Kennims der belgischen
Landwirtschaft (Halle, 1808—1811), vol. 3, pp. 123f.; Emile de Laveleye, Essai sur
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I’Academie Impériale et Royale des Sciences et Belles Lettres, vol. 4 (Brussels, 1783),
p- 171.

37 It would have been impossible for small farms to share in the use of ploughs
because it was the practice to enclose the fields with ditches, hedges, bushes, or rows of
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o Etudes Geographigues, 12 (1942), 125-222; F. Dussart, 'Les types de dessin parcellaire et
leur répartition en Belgique’, Bullefin de le Société Belge & Etudes Géographiques, 30 (1961),
21-65.
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The textile industries in Silesia and the Rhineland: A comparative study in
industrialization
By Herbert Kisch

[This article was first published in the Fournol of Economic Histery, 19 (1959), 541-64. It is
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